United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 145

WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, OCTOBER 14, 1999

No. 139

House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PEASE).

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 14, 1999.

| hereby appoint the Honorable EDWARD A.
PEASE to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Charles Wright,
The International Foundation, Wash-
ington, D.C., offered the following
prayer:

Let us pray.

Lord God, our Forefathers often
called You the God of Providence, liv-
ing, helpful, within reach. Be present
with the House of Representatives
today. | pray You would give to the
Members courage and insight, give
them patience with each other.

Lord God, before the demands of the
day threaten to take over, we turn our
hearts to You. You tell us that You
give wisdom to those who ask. We ask
now. Decisions made here today will af-
fect our Nation and the world. As these
Members give themselves to these
great tasks, we also pray for blessing
and protection on their homes, their
families.

| pray this in the name of the Lord
who is today living, helpful, and within
reach.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRANKS) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 356. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain property from the United
States to Stanislaus County, California.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 1000. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to reauthorize programs of the
Federal Aviation Administration, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 1000) “An Act to amend
title 49, United States Code, to reau-
thorize programs of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, and for other pur-
poses,”” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints from
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation: Mr. McCCAIN, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
LOTT, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. KERRY; and

from the Committee on the Budget for
the consideration of title IX of the bill:
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. CONRAD,
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 1-minute re-
quests per side.

LOCKING UP AMERICA’S FORESTS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the President decided to lock up
the Nation’s forests and hand the keys
to a group of Washington bureaucrats.
With this move the President essen-
tially told the American people that
they are no longer welcome or able to
use and enjoy and recreate on their
land, the very land that their fore-
fathers fought and died for. With this
move the President has said to the mil-
lions of disabled Americans that they
would no longer be able to visit and
enjoy our national forests as well.

This land does not belong to the Fed-
eral Government. This land belongs to
the American people. The only role
that the Federal Government has is to
manage it. The President has essen-
tially taken our constituents, the pub-
lic, and this Congress out of the deci-
sion process.

Mr. Speaker, if the President’s big
government initiative goes through, it
would effectively bar the majority of
the American public from visiting and
enjoying their beautiful forests. It
seems this administration cannot see
the forest through the trees.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time and the administration’s
lack of common sense.
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SLASH AND BURN SPENDING CUTS

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to call attention to the actions
of the House leadership. The Repub-
licans cannot make the tough choice
on government spending, so they have
resorted to across-the-board spending
cuts. It is a slash-and-burn budget cut-
ting, and this will fall squarely on the
backs of seniors and children, the most
vulnerable members of society. That
means cutting food and education pro-
grams to poor children and destroying
Meals on Wheels for home-bound sen-
iors. The programs that have been so
successful in empowering our citizens
to succeed like Head Start and Gear Up
and adult literacy programs are
slashed or gone entirely.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans have
missed their budget deadline. They
have busted the budget caps, all the
while claiming to be fiscally respon-
sible, and they are spending the Social
Security surplus, more than $19 billion
of it.

So now we must judge them by their
actions, or in this case, their gim-
micks, calling the census an emer-
gency, or adding a thirteenth month to
the calendar year. This is not the kind
of leadership the American people need
and deserve from their elected rep-
resentatives.

WHAT A DIFFERENCE A
CONSERVATIVE CONGRESS MAKES

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | lis-
tened with great interest to my col-
league from California. It seems that
mediscare and school lunches are back.
My colleagues remember that from
1996, do they not? The spurious threat
and the out and out untruths propa-
gated by the left in their sole attempt,
in their desperate attempt, to regain
political power.

Certainly, Mr. Speaker, we can all
agree that there is enough waste, fraud
and abuse in these Washington-run pro-
grams that government can be run
more efficiently and dare | say more
compassionately, not by kowtowing to
the interests of the labor bosses within
government, but instead looking for
true limited and effective government
as Thomas Jefferson sought.

While facts are stubborn things, we
would simply point out to my friends
on the left that throughout their time
and the last time they were in control
of this House they spent all of the So-
cial Security surplus, they gave us the
largest tax increase in American his-

tory, and they sunk us deeper into
debt.
My, what a difference a common

sense, conservative Congress makes.
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EVERYBODY HAS NUKES

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, China
and Russia have nukes; India and Paki-
stan have nukes; Russia, Iran, and
North Korea have nukes. Everybody
has nukes. It is so bad, reports now say
that McDonald’s is developing the
McNuke.

I ask, Mr. Speaker, what good is a
nuclear test ban if every crackpot in
the world keeps building nuclear weap-
ons?

Beam me up here.

I say be careful, Congress, because
America will abide by any nuclear test
ban, but those crackpots throughout
the world will not, and | tell my col-
leagues this: we can build them, but do
not shoot them. Save that for the tooth
fairy.

I yield back all those mad scientists
with carpel funnel.

WAIVE DAVIS-BACON FOR CLEAN-
UP EFFORTS FROM HURRICANE
FLOYD

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, in
1992, after the Hurricane Andrew hit
south Florida, President Bush sus-
pended the Davis-Bacon law with re-
gard to the clean-up and rehabilitation
work receiving funds. President Clin-
ton revoked that suspension when he
got into office, so it never really was
tested to see whether it would help get
clean-up work done quicker and cheap-
er. | have been pushing President Clin-
ton to waive the Davis-Bacon Act for
clean-up efforts in Hurricane Floyd in
my State of North Carolina and else-
where and even sent him a letter
signed by many Members of the House.

Waiving Davis-Bacon would not only
save scarce Federal resources, but it
would also save time in getting con-
tractors out and create job opportuni-
ties for those in need of work. Unfortu-
nately, | do not think | am going to get
this administration to agree with me,
even though it could save our tax-
payers millions of dollars.

REFORM OF THE BROAD BAND
POLICY

(Mr. BALDACCI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to encourage my colleagues to
continue the debate on broad band
issues. It is vital, especially in rural
areas in the country such as States
like Maine that there exists a competi-
tive environment for opening up high-
speed information services. 1 have co-
sponsored legislation on this important
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issue and hope that we move to initiate
to open up the market in data markets
throughout the country and also in
Maine. If we encourage high-speed
Internet connections to multiply, rural
areas that are currently left out of this
market will benefit. It will increase
consumer choices and will assure the
Internet will quickly advance tech-
nology, allowing more and better inter-
active media, high-speed data and
video systems.

It is my hope with full Internet ac-
cess we will enable rural States like
Maine to compete on a more equal
footing in the economic sphere and en-
hance the quality of life for all of our
citizens. Advancing such economic op-
portunities is one of the most impor-
tant things that we can do as Members
of Congress. | encourage my colleagues
to work towards reform of the broad
band policy.

SUPPORT MARTA BEATRIZ ROQUE
AND THE CUBAN PEOPLE, NOT
THE CASTRO DICTATORSHIP

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
rise to once again underscore the sub-
jugation of the Cuban people and the
widespread persecution of human
rights dissidents and opposition lead-
ers. This weekend the Castro regime
sought to further torture Marta
Beatriz Roque, one of Cuba’s four lead-
ing dissidents, by moving her to a se-
cret jail, blocking all but one relative
from visiting her, and controlling even
that access by having state security
agents transport and monitor this rel-
ative.

Driven by the strength of her convic-
tions and the commitment to give life
and limb if necessary, if it furthers the
cause of freedom and liberty for Cuba,
Marta Beatriz Roque has gone on hun-
ger strikes in defiance of the regime’s
threats to highlight the flagrant mis-
carriage of justice and the frequent
violations of the rights of the Cuban
people. Her uncompromising will
stands as a thorn at the side of a re-
gime seeking to hide Marta Beatriz and
its brutality from the world.

My colleagues, | ask you to support
Marta Beatriz Roque and the Cuban
people and not the Castro dictatorship.

REPUBLICANS BALANCING THE
BUDGET ON THE BACKS OF THE
WORKING POOR

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I met
with low-income working families in
my district on Monday, and here is
what they have to say about the GOP
gimmick to delay their tax refund, the
earned income tax credit:

My colleagues do not know Christina
Quinn, but she says, and | quote, “My
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husband and 1 budget for all of our
bills, and we use the lump sum for
things like buying a car because we
have no credit. If we got it monthly, it
would just be absorbed by the regular
bills.”

My colleagues do not know Gina
Philips, but she has been using her
yearly Federal tax refund to pay off
her debts and clear up her credit so she
can finally buy a home for herself and
her 16-year-old daughter, and my col-
leagues do not know Jeanette Tilman,
who says that Republican leaders in
Congress who want to delay payment
of the earned income tax credit for
working families, and | quote, ‘“‘need to
walk in our moccasins.”’

Yes indeed, the Republican leader-
ship of this House should not try to
balance the budget on the backs of the
working poor. They ought to heed the
words of their presidential standard
bearer.

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, in debates
in this body in recent weeks some
Members have criticized measures
aimed at protecting public religious ex-
pressions or allowing participation of
faith-based institutions and programs
in the public sphere. This argument is
not founded in our history or heritage.
It does not have its roots in our Con-
stitution, but rather in the criticisms
of revisionists who wish the Constitu-
tion said something other than what it
actually does.

The record, however, is replete with
the words and writings of our framers
and founders, those who wrote the Con-
stitution, founded our government
overwhelmingly about the role of gov-
ernment and religion. Consider the
words of John Jay, one of the three au-
thors of the Federalist Papers, the first
Chief Justice, U.S. Supreme Court. Jay
declared quote:

“It is the duty of all wise, free and
virtuous governments to countenance
and encourage virtue and religion,”
end quote.

The third chief justice, Oliver Ells-
worth, echoed this by saying quote:

“Institutions for the promotion of
good morals are objects of legislative
provision and support among these re-
ligious institutions.”

Mr. Speaker, let us get back to our
roots.

BAN ON NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION
MAKES GOOD SENSE

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the American people were
hoping that good sense and good judg-
ment would prevail, that all of us rec-
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ognize that in this time of peace with
our allies begging for consensus and
collaboration that we would have ac-
cepted and responded to the requests
for a ban on nuclear proliferation; but
unfortunately in the quagmire of par-
tisan politics and the insult and the
back drop of allegations and accusa-
tions about old stories of impeach-
ment, we fell before the cause and
failed to take up what most Americans
realize is good sense, the ban on nu-
clear proliferation. We only have to
look to Japan and see the recent acci-
dent tragically where there was expo-
sure to radiation and nuclear activity.
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We see how damaging it can be, when
our allies write letters and plead for
our consensus and collaboration and we
laugh in their face. What an insult, not
to our allies, but to us. Shame on us,
shame on America. When are we going
to understand that partisan politics
has to be put aside for the good of the
world.

NAVY IN VIOLATION OF U.S. CODE
REGARDING WEAPONS STATION
EARLE

(Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | recently learned of an at-
tempt by the U.S. Navy to radically
change the role of Weapons Station
Earle in my home State of New Jersey.
| was outraged that the Navy is mak-
ing this decision without consulting
the State of New Jersey, the New Jer-
sey Congressional delegation, or the
House Committee on National Secu-
rity.

Today, | intend to introduce a resolu-
tion which would call on the Navy to
cease its illegal realignment of Navy
Weapons Station Earle. It is clear by a
review of their own material that the
Navy is in direct violation of section
2687 of Title 10 of the United States
Code.

It is essential that the Navy abide by
the law and that the appropriate con-
gressional committees have the oppor-
tunity to review and evaluate the oper-
ational, budgetary, strategic, and local
economic impact of such a realign-
ment.

I am prepared to bring suit against
the United States Navy if they con-
tinue to pursue the realignment of
forces at Navy Weapons Station Earle,
in direct violation of BRAC.

FAILURE TO RATIFY COMPREHEN-
SIVE TEST BAN TREATY IS
RECKLESS AND DENIES U.S.
LEADERSHIP IN FIGHT AGAINST
NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

H10037

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans in the Senate are strutting
around as if they have done something.
TRENT LOTT and JESSE HELMS, our Na-
tion’s chief diplomats, have put this
planet on notice that when it comes to
nuclear testing, America would become
the world’s cheerleader.

Now, we know that this Republican
Congress just loves to play the game of
brinkmanship. Using the guise of fight-
ing for Republican budget priorities,
Newt Gingrich showed that he did not
care about taking the whole country
into the abyss with him as Republicans
threw the whole government into shut-
down chaos.

To fail to ratify the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty is not just reckless, it
denies U.S. leadership in the fight
against nuclear proliferation. We have
no moral or legal ground to stand on
should any rogue state like North
Korea or Afghanistan decide to go nu-
clear.

Unfortunately, the Senate Repub-
licans do not seem satisfied with Amer-
ica in the abyss. It seems now they
want to take the whole world there
with them.

PATTING OURSELVES ON THE
BACK

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | came
here; | said it was time to balance the
budget. That was a dream. We said,
though, in 1995 when the Republicans
took over, we would do it in the year
2002, by then.

I think we need to say it and resay it;
we need to take credit for it; we need
to pat ourselves on the back. We have
done what is right. And we are going to
balance the budget this year, not using
Social Security; and we are going to
have a $1 billion surplus. That is well
ahead of our goal of 2002. Not since 1960
has that happened.

So | say, take credit for the good
work that we are doing here in Con-
gress. The leadership of this House
under Speaker HASTERT has led us to
the point where we can proudly hold
our heads up and say we are using the
resources that the American people
give us in a wise and proper way.

TIME TO PUT AMERICA’S
CHILDREN FIRST

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, classes have
been in session in my home State of
Oregon for about a month and a half
now, and we are still engaged in budget
fights here that will determine the
quality of education in States across
America and for children across Amer-
ica.

About 70 percent of schoolchildren in
the Portland metropolitan area in
grades K through 3 are in class sizes
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above ideal. Many high schoolers are in
class sizes of 40 or 50 in Portland.
Across the congressional district that |
represent, there are inadequate facili-
ties.

We need to fight strongly to reduce
class size by adding 100,000 additional
qualified teachers across America.
That would bring about 2,500 teachers
to my home State of Oregon. We need
to modernize school facilities so that
teachers have a place to teach and stu-
dents have a place to learn.

In this budget fight, we need to put

the interests of America’s children
first.
STRONG NATIONAL DEFENSE

TRUMPS UNVERIFIABLE TEST
BAN TREATY

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, today’s
headlines are filled with two stories of
great importance to our national inter-
est and security. In the first, we learn
that a military coup overturned the
government of Pakistan, who has nu-
clear weapons.

In the second, we see the other body
voted against ratifying the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty. The Senate de-
serves our thanks for their correct and
courageous vote to defeat the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The President and the liberals did
their very best to convince the Amer-
ican people to rely on an unverifiable
treaty for security. As we already
know, the Chinese Communists have
stolen the technology they need to
skirt this test ban. If they have the
technology, there is no doubt that the
rogue nuclear powers such as North
Korea and Iraq will have it as well.

A better solution lies in a strong na-
tional defense. We recently have had
successful tests of both strategic and
theater systems. We need to move for-
ward with enhanced testing and de-
ployment.

It is time to move beyond unverifi-
able treaties as the answer to our de-
fense needs.

GO YANKEES, GO METS—BUT WHO
TO ROOT FOR?

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, this is an
exciting time for baseball fans in New
York. For the first time since the 1950s,
we have a very real chance to have a
subway series. In the 1950s, the Brook-
lyn Dodgers and the New York Giants
baseball team routinely played the
New York Yankees in the subway se-
ries, and now we have a real chance for
the New York Mets and the New York
Yankees to play each other in the sub-
way series.

I know there are some naysayers out
there who are saying well, the Mets

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

lost the first two games, so things do
not look very well. But | want to re-
mind everybody that in 1986, the world
champion New York Mets also lost the
first two games of the world series.

As a Bronx boy who represents the
Bronx, who grew up within walking
distance of Yankee stadium, | am very,
very proud of the Yankees; and | have
a bet with my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), on the Boston-Yankees playoffs
game.

We are very, very happy in New
York. We look forward to a World Se-
ries between the New York Yankees
and the New York Mets, and | will
worry about who to root for when that
happens.

Go Yankees; go Mets. 1999 is the year.

THE PROMISE OF TELEMEDICINE

(Mr. OSE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, | recently rose
in support of the Thompson amend-
ment calling for a comprehensive study
of telemedicine as a method of deliv-
ering timely, quality health care, par-
ticularly in rural districts like mine.

Today, | wish to discuss a vital com-
ponent of telemedicine, and that is the
Internet, but not the Internet of old
and not the Internet of the “worldwide
wait.”” No, Mr. Speaker, | refer to an
Internet built on a foundation of high-
speed technologies that will enable
transmission of vast amounts of data
in real-time. Physicians will then have
the ability to transmit medical images
to radiologists anywhere in the coun-
try for interpretation. Patients will
have the option of remaining home and
having their daily readings checked
without traveling all the way to the
doctor’s office, often a substantial dis-
tance from home.

These are but two examples of tele-
medicine’s promise. Congress should
take the steps necessary to ensure that
these technologies are developed and
deployed swiftly. Our constituents de-
serve nothing less.

A VERY SAD DAY FOR AMERICA

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, this
is a sad day for this country. Santa-
yana said, ‘“Those who fail to learn
from history are doomed to repeat it.”
Yesterday, we saw what was, in my
view, a very important event. The
United States Senate said, we do not
care who tests or how much testing
there is done in the world. It is the
same group that sanctimoniously came
out here and said, we will put sanctions
on anybody who blows off a bomb. So
when India and Pakistan got into that
last year, we said, oh, this is awful,
this is terrible. But when the time
comes to say, let us stop it, they say
no.
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Now, it is a sad day, in my view,
when the United States steps back
from leadership in the world. The last
time we voted down a treaty was the
Treaty of Versailles. We did not join
the League of Nations. And what hap-
pened? We had the Second World War.

When we in this country refuse to
take our leadership role and say, we
will not test and no one else should
test, we abrogate our leadership in the
world. It is a very bad day for America.

AMERICANS DESERVE SOCIAL
SECURITY LOCKBOX

(Mr. HERGER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, this Re-
publican Congress has stopped the raid
on Social Security.

The Congressional Budget Office pro-
jected this week that in fiscal year
1999, for the first time in 30 years, not
one penny of the Social Security sur-
plus was spent. Now, it is our duty to
prevent the raid from ever happening
again.

Mr. Speaker, 140 days ago, Repub-
licans and Democrats in the House
joined together to pass a Social Secu-
rity lockbox, which protects Social Se-
curity from being spent on unrelated
programs. Senate Republicans have at-
tempted to bring this bill to the Senate
Floor seven times, and on seven occa-
sions, the measure was blocked from
even being considered by a straight
party line vote.

Mr. Speaker, American seniors de-
serve more from Senate Democrats and
President Clinton. They deserve a So-
cial Security lockbox.

WHITE HOUSE DESTROYS ACCESS
TO NATIONAL FORESTS WITH
THE STROKE OF A PEN

(Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday the President, with
the stroke of a pen, set aside 41 million
acres, 41 million acres that humans
will no longer have access to as they
have known in the past because he is
closing the roads and, in essence, put-
ting up signs that almost say ‘‘no tres-
passing’ to humans. That means hunt-
ers, that means campers, loggers, peo-
ple who have traditionally gone into
the woods to pick berries, to enjoy
family outings, photographers, ranch-
ers, Americans who enjoy our national
forests.

Mr. Speaker, 41 million new acres can
no longer be accessed by most Ameri-
cans. Only the young and fit who are
able to hike in wilderness conditions
will be able to access our forests. With
the stroke of a pen.

Mr. Speaker, what this does is actu-
ally destroys our forests and families
and communities. This has a real
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human face on it, and it is a big prob-
lem.

BP AMOCO AND GM—PARTNERSHIP
FOR CLEANER FUELS

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, start-
ing today, the men and women and
children of Chicagoland can breathe
easier, thanks to the innovative and
cooperative efforts of BP Amoco and
General Motors. These two responsible
corporate citizens today will announce
that cleaner burning, low-sulfur gaso-
line will be distributed by Amoco and
BP service stations throughout the
Chicagoland area.

The resulting emissions reductions
will be equivalent to removing 70,500
cars from Chicagoland’s highways each
day. That is more than three times the
number of cars that enter Chicago on
the Kennedy Expressway each day dur-
ing the morning rush hour.

BP Amoco and GM are not waiting
for government mandates, they are not
waliting for consumer demand, they are
not waiting for someone else to take
the lead, and they are not waiting for
air quality in Chicago to get better on
its own. To top things off, BP Amoco
will continue to use ethanol in the
Chicagoland area. They have chosen to
support the farmers of America’s
heartland while improving the air qual-
ity of our cities.

Thanks to their innovative corporate
partnership, BP Amoco and General
Motors are working to address air qual-
ity issues using new and creative ap-
proaches.
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PRAISING SENATE REPUBLICANS
FOR VOTING TO TURN DOWN
THE TEST BAN TREATY

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, we have heard this morning individ-
uals from the other side of the aisle
criticize turning down the nuclear test
ban treaty over in the Senate.

I am disappointed that there was par-
tisanship on the part of the Democrats,
that all those Democrats in the Senate
voted for that test ban treaty, despite
the fact that six former Secretaries of
Defense urged the Senate to vote it
down, four former Secretaries of En-
ergy urged the Senate to vote it down,
four former CIA directors urged the
Senate to turn it down; (that includes
two of the directors in the CIA ap-
pointed by President Clinton, Jim
Woolsey and John Deutch), two former
national security advisers, urged the
Senate to turn it down; four former
chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and former Secretary of State Henry
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Kissinger called the Senate saying it
was going to tremendously jeopardize
the security of this country if they
voted for it.

I think, Mr. Speaker, it is important
that as we look at all this expert ad-
vice and all of the additional retired
generals and admirals that have come
forward urging a ‘“no’”’ vote, there is no
question in my mind, we have done this
country a security favor by turning
down this particular test ban treaty.
Good going, Senate Republicans, for
doing what is right.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). All Members are reminded that
they are to refrain from characterizing
the actions of the Senate.

THE EDUCATION OF OUR CHIL-
DREN IS CRITICAL TO AMER-
ICA’S FUTURE

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, in my
view, nothing is more important to the
future of this country than the edu-
cation of our children. Our Kkids are
going to be the future doctors, the fu-
ture scientists. They are going to be
our future leaders. As such, we want to
assure that they have the best edu-
cation possible.

This comes down to a question of
who knows best how to develop that
curriculum. Who should be developing
that curriculum? Should it be the
teachers? They are in the classroom.
Or should it be some bureaucrat miles
and miles away? Should it be some bu-
reaucrat in Washington, D.C. that de-
velops that curriculum?

The Federal Government today oper-
ates 760 Federal education programs, 39
different Federal education agencies.
This is $100 billion that we spend on
education. Yet, public education for
some reason is worse than it was 20
years ago. It is worse.

We can improve education by shifting
decision-making power towards prin-
cipals, teachers, parents, and people
who have a direct impact on learning.
That is why | am pleased to have co-
sponsored the Dollars to the Classroom
resolution, which urges the Depart-
ment of Education to spend 95 percent
in the classroom.

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2684, DEPARTMENTS OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 328 and ask
for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 328

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2684) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, boards, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against consideration are
waived. The conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

SEC. 2. House Resolution 300 is laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
the distinguished ranking member of
the Committee on Rules, pending
which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
the resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 328 is
a rule providing for the consideration
of the VA-HUD conference report
which provides funding in fiscal year
2000 for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, among
other programs.

The rule waives all points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration.

Mr. Speaker, today, with the passage
of this rule and the VA-HUD con-
ference report, Congress will be one
step closer to meeting our budget goals
for the year 2000; namely, maintaining
a balanced budget without raiding the
social security trust fund to pay for it.

We have fought long and hard to
achieve a balanced budget by making
the tough decisions necessary to reduce
Federal spending, shrink the size of
government, and reform Federal pro-
grams.

It has not been easy, change never is,
but our work has met with success,
which has emboldened our cause. Just
this week the Congressional Budget Of-
fice reported that in fiscal year 1999,
for the first time in 40 years, we experi-
enced a true budget surplus, without
touching a dime of the social security
trust fund.

That means that we have
transitioned from a pattern of deficit
spending to a new era of balanced budg-
ets, and now to a more honest method
of budgeting that really places social
security off limits.

Mr. Speaker, we have turned a cor-
ner, and it is no time to look back.
Today Congress will continue down
this path of fiscal discipline and integ-
rity as we consider the VA-HUD con-
ference report.

I am pleased to report that this con-
ference report is the product of negoti-
ating and consensus between Congress
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and the President, who worked to-
gether to come up with adequate fund-
ing for a variety of priority programs.

Not only were the levels of funding in
the bill agreed to in the spirit of co-
operation, but the offsets, which en-
sured that the bill meets our goals of
protecting social security, were also
approved on a bipartisan basis.

The VA-HUD conference report
reaches a balance by actually reducing
spending below last year’s level while
adding resources to our top priorities,
not the least of which is support for
our Nation’s veterans.

While we can never fully repay the
debt we owe to those who were willing
to sacrifice their lives for our freedom,
it is worth noting that this conference
report provides for the largest increase
in veterans health care programs in a
decade. The $1.7 billion increase the
conference report provides will bring
spending on veterans health care to a
total of $19 billion. That is just for next
year.

In addition to helping veterans, this
bill addresses the critical housing
needs of our most vulnerable popu-
lations. For the poor and homeless in
our society, the VA-HUD conference
report provides an increase of over $2
billion for the Department of Housing
and Urban Development.

Housing for our Nation’s elderly will
see an increase of $50 million over last
year. Disabled housing will receive an
additional $5 million, and the people
living with AIDS who are served by the
HOPWA program will see a boost of $7
million.

Moreover, the Housing Certificate
Fund, which fully funds Section 8 re-
newals and tenant protections, is fund-
ed at $11 billion, which is significantly
more than the President’s budget re-
quest.

But, funding for HUD is not just
about housing. The Department also
promotes community development. |
am pleased that added to the con-
ference report is $55 million to fund the
designated empowerment zones across
our Nation.

With the blessing of the Federal Gov-
ernment, these communities have
worked to develop strategies to attract
investment, revitalize their neighbor-
hoods, and create jobs. But their plans
rely on a commitment of assistance by
the Federal Government that we
should honor. The conference report
will help us meet that commitment by
providing some $3.5 million for each
urban empowerment zone, as well as
$15 million in grant money for rural
empowerment zones and enterprise
community programs.

The VA-HUD conference report also
finances the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, which it seems we
have to call on far too often as our citi-
zens have seen their communities rav-
aged by hurricanes, floods, or fire.

In times of true emergencies and cat-
astrophic loss, our Federal Government
has a responsibility to reach out and
help people put their lives back to-
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gether. The conference report provides
$300 million for FEMA, as well as $2.5
billion in emergency disaster relief,
which matches the President’s request.

At the same time, this legislation ad-
dresses the most pressing concerns of
those who need our help today. It also
invests in future generations through
the funding for environmental protec-
tion and scientific research. For exam-
ple, the EPA will receive more funding
than the President requested. However,
these dollars will be focused on local
efforts to address pollution, particu-
larly the States’ efforts to ensure clean
water and safe drinking water for their
citizens. In addition, State Air Grants
will be fully funded at the level re-
quested by the President.

When the House first debated the
VA-HUD appropriations bill back in
August, many Members expressed their
concerns about maintaining our com-
mitment to scientific research in our
Nation’s space program. At that time,
the gentleman from New York (Chair-
man WALSH) made a commitment to
working in conference to improve the
level of funding for these programs,
and he has.

The National Science Foundation
will see an increase of $240 million over
last year, and NASA will receive more
than $13.5 billion, which is $75 million
more than the President requested.

Mr. Speaker, all told, this bill is a
testament to the commitment this
Congress has made to responsible gov-
ernment in the context of a balanced
budget. In the case of the VA-HUD con-
ference report, we have achieved these
goals on a bipartisan basis with the
President’s cooperation.

So | hope my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle will join me in support of
this rule, so we can continue our march
towards a responsible, honest Federal
budget that keeps our eye on the ball
and our hands off of social security.

Mr. Speaker, | urge a ‘“‘yes’ vote on
the rule and the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | want to begin by
thanking my colleagues, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) and the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MoLLOHAN) for their very hard work in
bringing this conference report to the
floor. | also want to congratulate them
for putting together such a strong, bi-
partisan bill.

Although the conference report had a
very rocky beginning, | am very happy
to see my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle manage to come up with a bill
that funds so many important pro-
grams.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, increases
spending for the veterans health care
programs by $1.7 billion, the largest in-
crease in 10 years. That is one that is
long overdue. Too many of our vet-
erans have not been getting the health
care they deserve, but this bill will
help change that.
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This bill also funds the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, which helps
keep our air and water clean, as well as
supervising the cleanup of Superfund
sites. This bill funds NASA and the
International Space Station, and al-
though earlier versions of the bill
might have cost the United States its
leadership in space exploration, Mr.
Speaker, this version of the bill will
not. It deserves our full support.

This bill also provides for $2.4 billion
in emergency spending to help people
recover from Hurricane Floyd, which is
still having a very devastating effect in
North Carolina.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill will
address some of our critical housing
needs. It will provide housing for the
Nation’s elderly and disabled. It will
also help modernize our public housing,
which is falling into disrepair. Finally,
Mr. Speaker, it would fund Section 8
renewals and 60,000 new housing vouch-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, | am especially pleased
to see the new housing vouchers. As a
youngster, | lived in the country’s first
public housing, and I know what a tre-
mendous help that can be.

Today we are having a terrible af-
fordable housing shortage, especially
in my home city of Boston. Nationwide
there are still 5.3 million low-income
families who get no housing assistance
at all. People who want Section 8 hous-
ing have to wait an average of 2 years
to get it. These additional funds in-
cluded in this bill will help put decent
housing within the reach of more hard-
working American families.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule for the VA-HUD appropriations
conference report. This bill keeps our
promises to our veterans, it protects
our environment, it helps keep roofs
over the heads of low-income disabled
and elderly Americans, and it helps
make repairs after natural disasters,
and turn scientific research on the
heavens into real answers for today’s
problems here on Earth.

I thank my colleagues on the VA-
HUD conference committee again for
their hard work.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise not
only in support of the rule, but also in
support of this conference report. |
want to commend the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALsSH), as well as the
ranking member, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MoLLOHAN) for his
leadership in putting together a good
bill.

I would also like to note that this
legislation is historical from a vet-
eran’s standpoint. The fact that we are
providing $1.7 billion more in funding
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for veterans health care this year, his-
torically the largest increase in vet-
erans health care in history, it says
that veterans are a priority.
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Particularly as our veterans reach
retirement age, particularly as so
many of our veterans are now World
War Il and Korea veterans at the age
where health care is a greater need, we
are making that commitment. | salute
the Subcommittee on VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies for producing
this good bill.

Mr. Speaker, there are a couple of
other provisions that | also want to ac-
knowledge and express my appreciation
for this House in producing some real
results. | represent the south side of
Chicago in the south suburbs.

We have a project in this part of Illi-
nois which is so important, not only to
residents in the City of Chicago, but
the south suburbs because it provides
flood relief as well as protects the
drinking water of people of Chicago
and the entire Chicago metropolitan
area. That is the Deep Tunnel Project,
a flood control project which prevents,
when there is heavy rains and storm
water, prevents, frankly, raw sewage
from being flushed out into Lake
Michigan, which is a source of drinking
water.

This House continues to make a com-
mitment to complete this important
environmental project. | want to thank
the subcommittee for the $5 million
that was included to continue develop-
ment of this project to protect our
Lake Michigan drinking water.

Second, | also want to commend this
House for overturning the President’s
recommendation on Federal veterans’
nursing home grant funding. The Presi-
dent’s budget recommended slashing
this important program which provides
matching grants to the States to de-
velop and operate nursing homes for
our veterans.

I would point out that State homes
provide a savings in providing health
care. In fact, the State homes for vet-
erans costs about $40 per day per pa-
tient, whereas VA nursing care is about
$255 a day. So it is a bargain.

The President, in his budget, pro-
posed cutting by more than half this
important program. It is currently
funded at $90 million. The President
proposed cutting it to $40 million.

I am pleased that this House dis-
agreed. 1 am pleased that this House
restored funding for veterans nursing
home grants. It is important to States
like Illinois.

Illinois has a lot of veterans in need
of nursing home care. In fact, in my
own district, La Salle Veterans Home
has over 200 veterans on a waiting list.
Imagine this, if one has a friend or rel-
ative, a family member who is in need
of nursing home care, and the waiting
list is over a year, maybe a year and a
half they have to wait in order to have
access to this veterans home.

This is good legislation. We restored
the funding.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, 1 thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the
ranking member of the Committee on
Rules, for yielding me this time. |
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE), chairwoman now of the Com-
mittee on Rules who is in place for the
chairman in presenting this rule.

I particularly thank the ranking
member and the chairman of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies. | call this bill relief,
R-E-L-I-E-F. | hope that my spelling is
correct on the floor of the House, be-
cause it does connote relief. I thank
them for this very good bill.

Tomorrow | will have the oppor-
tunity to speak to a group of my para-
lyzed veterans. | will be able to give
them some relief, particularly with the
emphasis on the $11.4 billion for hous-
ing, but with special emphasis on vet-
erans health.

If 1 ever get any questions in my
meetings with constituents, invariably
there is a veteran there who asks about
the care and the health care that is
needed for the veterans that are there
now and those who will be coming
after.

This restoration on the dollars that
have been put in this bill for veterans
health care is imperative. So | will be
able to say to my paralyzed veterans
and other veterans that we did not for-
get them. In my hometown of Houston,
there are some 20,000 plus individuals
on the waiting list for housing.

I would like to speak a little bit
about section 8 housing certificates,
the Kkinds of opportunity that it gives
to families who are trying to get a leg
up on the ladder of opportunity.

This $11.4 billion for section 8 hous-
ing will do a lot to bring down the
thousands of those who are on the list
waiting for opportunity in housing.

My mayor has committed, and | join
him, in increasing the numbers of
those who own homes in the city of
Houston. We are working on that. We
believe in affordable housing. But at
this juncture, there are those who are
simply waiting for a decent apartment.

Section 8 certificates will give fami-
lies, single parents with children,
grandmothers, and grandfathers rais-
ing children the opportunity to live in
decent housing. Section 8 is an equal-
izer. It distributes individuals through-
out communities. It creates a sense of
neighborhood. | applaud the increase in
dollars.

I thought for once that we were going
to forget the place that America held
in the Space Program of the world, but
I am delighted that we have restored
the $998.9 million, therefore giving
NASA $13.7 billion. If that had not oc-
curred, we would have seen the closing
of centers like NASA, Johnson, Hunts-
ville, Kennedy. We would have seen
enormous loss of jobs. But more impor-
tantly, Mr. Speaker, we would have
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seen us lose our place in the world
stage of space exploration.

I am delighted that AmeriCorps has
been funded, the National Science
Foundation. This is a bill that provides
for the Environmental Protection
Agency.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that should
be passed for we have responded to the
needs of the American citizens, and we
protected Social Security.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS).

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from Ohio for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies,
for his hard work on this bill and for
the results he was able to achieve.

As the gentleman well knows, | have
spoken to him a number of times about
the importance of science. | have also
spoken to many other colleagues and
to this Chamber. Scientific research
and development is the single biggest
factor today in the economic growth of
our Nation. If we do not continue to
support our scientific and techno-
logical enterprise, we are throwing
away our economic future. It is just
that simple, and it is that stark.

When we look at the world scene, we
notice that our spending on basic
science, mathematics, engineering and
technology research, is declining com-
pared to our gross domestic product.
Japan is now ahead of us and increas-
ing their spending in that area. South
Korea is coming up fast and has almost
surpassed us on a per capita basis, and
Germany already is above us as well.

So we are in danger of losing our eco-
nomic leadership on this planet by vir-
tue of losing our leadership of sci-
entific and technological research. It is
very important that we continue that.
The gentleman from New York (Chair-
man WALSH) recognizes that.

Unfortunately, the allocation that
was given to him earlier in the year did
not permit him to provide full funding
for science. But, fortunately, the final
allocation was increased; and he did a
magnificent job of restoring the fund-
ing, not only to the National Science
Foundation, which is the key to our re-
search future, but also restoring the
funding to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, better
known as NASA.

I just want to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) from the
bottom of my heart, and thank him
also on behalf of the many scientists,
engineers, mathematicians, and tech-
nologists in this country for the work
that he has done on this budget. It is a
magnificent piece of work, in particu-
larly difficult times, and | certainly
appreciate it.

I also want to mention a personal in-
terest in terms of clean water activity.
We still have a long ways to go in this
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country in purifying our water and
making it pure. The gentleman from
New York has provided appropriate
funding for that purpose as well.

In addition, Housing and Urban De-
velopment has some wonderful pro-
grams. There are some that need clean-
ing up, but there are some wonderful
programs in HUD.

Michigan, in particular, through its
Michigan State Housing Development
Authority, has done a great deal to
provide low-income home ownership
opportunities for the people of our
State, particularly in my area where
we have some faith-based organizations
which have developed to take advan-
tage of both MSHDA and HUD funding
and have done a magnificent job. |
want to especially mention Habitat for
Humanity and a local homespun orga-
nization we have, the Inner City Chris-
tian Federation. The latter has been
phenomenally successful.

We have done better at providing
home ownership opportunities for low-
income individuals than almost any-
where in this country. They are totally
dependent on the HUD and MSHDA
funding.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New York (Chairman WALSH) and the
members of the committee for their
good work. | urge adoption of the rule
and passage of the conference report.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me re-
mind my colleagues that this rule is
customary for the consideration of ap-
propriations conference reports.

Further, the conference report itself
is the product of bipartisan coopera-
tion between the President and the
Congress. The White House worked
with the conference committee to en-
sure that its priorities were funded,
and the President agreed to the provi-
sions in the bill that ensure its fiscal
responsibility.

This bill contains many good things
that | know my colleagues can support,
including the largest increase in vet-
erans health care spending in a decade,
increased funding for numerous hous-
ing programs, restored funding for im-
portant science programs in NASA, and
funding for emergencies and disasters
that matches the President’s request.

All of this, and still the conference
report maintains our commitment to a
balanced budget while keeping Social
Security off limits. We made the tough
decisions. We prioritized, and we have a
good work product to show for it.

I can congratulate the gentleman
from New York (Chairman WALSsSH) and
all the conferees who made this process
work.

I urge support for the rule and the
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
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The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2684) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, boards, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, and that I may
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2684,
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 328, | call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2684)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 328, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
October 13, 1999, at page H9983.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
and the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. MoLLOHAN) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is a terrific day to be
here, | think, with the results that we
have. It has been a remarkable process
beginning back in the spring, the hear-
ings over these many, many different
and, by definition, sundry departments,
lots of priorities with competing needs.
I think that the process worked its way
through in a very nonpartisan fashion.
Mostly, the competition is between the
Departments within the bill.

We had wonderful cooperation from
the minority. Specifically the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MoL-
LOHAN), the ranking Democrat on the
subcommittee, was very, very con-
structive and very, very helpful all the
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way along, not only in helping us es-
tablish priorities, but in getting votes
to pass the bill as we first came
through the House. I owe him a deep
debt of gratitude. He had a very dif-
ficult personal period at the same
time, and he just kept moving forward
with us. Without him, we could not
have been successful. So | thank the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN).

| also thank his staff and my staff
who worked so well together, and also
the members of the Senate, Senator
BoND who chaired the conference, and
Senator MIKULSKI, the ranking Demo-
crat from the Senate.

We felt that, by working out the
issues amongst ourselves before we sat
down and discussed these issues with
the White House, we would be in better
shape to bring the priorities together.
That is what we did.
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We had pretty much a consensus leg-
islative position, and then we sat down
with the White House and asked them
what their priorities were, and it
worked fairly well.

The bottom line here is that this bill
provides total discretionary and man-
datory spending of $93.1 billion, which
includes disaster relief of $2.4 billion
and also includes the largest-ever in-
crease for veterans’ medical care, and
also an increase of $2 billion for section
8 housing vouchers.

The bill nets out at $257 million dol-
lars below our budget authority alloca-
tion. It also comes out $2 million below
our budget allocation for outlays. |
think that is a remarkable achieve-
ment considering the fact that we met
all of the Congress’s priorities, includ-
ing the House and Senate and also the
White House’s priorities.

We increased VA medical care $1.7
billion above the President’s initial re-
quest, bringing the total to $19.6 bil-
lion. That account is fully offset.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Arizona (Chairman STumpP), the
chairman of the full committee, as well
as Members, including the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN)
on our subcommittee who worked so
hard on the veterans’ issues.

Regarding HUD, which is the largest
part of this subcommittee bill, it pre-
serves the taxpayers’ substantial in-
vestment in existing affordable housing
stock by increasing public housing op-
erating subsidies and modernization
funds above the President’s request.

We felt very strongly that, with the
huge investment that we have in public
housing and while there are other op-
tions, including section 8, we need to
take care of the existing housing stock
and protect that investment. That we
have. | thank the White House for com-
ing forward and providing an addi-
tional offset so that we could increase
operating subsidies by $135 million.

Operating subsidies are at $3.138 bil-
lion, as | said, an increase of $135 mil-
lion. And the capital improvement ac-
count is $2.9 billion, an increase of $345
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million. This provides funds for 60,000
new housing vouchers, as well, which
are fully offset. That was a priority of
Secretary Cuomo and of the White
House and of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MoL-
LOHAN); and we were able to work that
issue out so that | think everyone was
more than satisfied with the resolution
of that issue.

Selective Service. We do provide
funds for the regular operations of the
Selective Service. The House vote was
very strong in taking the position to
end Selective Service. However, the
Senate position prevailed. | think that
debate will continue next year. Al-
though, there are members of the sub-
committee, including the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), who
felt very strongly that we should hold
to the Senate position.

The Americorps program is funded at
$434.5 million. This is a priority of the
President. We knew that this bill
would not achieve a Presidential signa-
ture if we did not resolve that, and we
did.

It also provides $2.5 billion for FEMA
for disaster relief. Governor Hunt of
North Carolina came in to see me, and
I believe he saw the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) with the
entire North Carolina delegation, Re-
publican and Democrat, and made a
very strong case that we need to have
emergency funding.

The CBO said that we would run out
of money before the end of January
next year, and we felt, quite frankly,
that this would help our bill if we had
disaster relief in the bill. It does not
need to be offset. It is true emergency
spending; and, therefore, it increased
our allocation but did not break any
budget caps. It was important to the
people who have been suffering under
the flood from Hurricane Floyd that we
provide relief and give them some
hope.

On NASA, it provides an increase of
$75 million for NASA, including a $152
million increase for vital aeronautics
programs; and it fully funds current
space science missions. | know Admin-
istrator Golden was very pleased with
the end result. | spoke with him per-
sonally.

Also, 1 know the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BATE-
MAN), the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CRAMER), the gentleman from
California (Mr. RoOGAN), and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) all
weighed in very heavily for additional
funds for NASA, just to name a few.
There was very strong support for im-
proving what the House position was
for NASA.

On EPA, we provided $7.59 billion for
EPA, which is virtually level spending
with fiscal year 1999. The conferees
have kept the growth of the agency in
check while providing at least $800 mil-
lion over the budget request for State
and local drinking water and waste
water construction grants.
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We feel very strongly and the House
held its position that we need to be
there for our communities who are
under court order to meet clean water
standards. | agree the EPA needs to
keep all of our communities’ feet to
the fire to clean up the water, to raise
the drinking water quality standards
in all of our lakes and rivers and water
features around this country. It is crit-
ical. And this bill |1 think goes farther
than many others have in the past to
meeting that commitment to clean up
our air and to clean up our water.

I am very, very proud, Mr. Speaker,
that, this being a Republican-led Con-
gress, that we actually put more
money in to resolve those clean water
and clean air issues than the President,
and | am very proud of that.

I think that, just to be partisan for
just one brief moment, our party has
gotten criticism over the years, | think
undeservedly so. And | think we
stepped up to the plate in this bill, met
our commitments, supported our local
community, whether they were Repub-
lican or Democrat communities, sup-
ported them to meet the challenge of
these court orders that they are under,
all in keeping with making water
cleaner. And we are doing that.

The water in this country is getting
cleaner as we speak, and | think we can
all be very proud of that regardless of
our party.

Research at EPA is a priority, as
well, as the conferees provided $645
million in new spending, a shade under
last year.

Lastly, the National Science Founda-
tion reaches an all-time high of $3.9 bil-
lion, an increase of $241 million over
fiscal year 1999.

I think once again the Congress has
shown its commitment to research and
development, to the support of our re-
search institutions, primarily our col-
leges and universities across the Na-
tion who lead the world in research,
who are making the investments now
that will keep Americans living longer,
healthier lives in a cleaner environ-
ment, with better jobs, better products,
and keeping the United States com-
petitive at the top of the game glob-
ally.

'this investment will pay huge divi-
dends in the future, as it is doing
today. This support once again dem-
onstrates our commitment to science.
People like the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS) and again the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MoL-
LOHAN) have argued very strongly for
increasing National Science Founda-
tion funds.

Let me conclude my remarks by
thanking my subcommittee members,
who worked so hard and so long to
make this product come out the way it
did. | would like to thank our staff,
who put in a tremendous amount of
work. And it is not just the clerical
work that they do. It is the advice that
they provide, it is the experience that
they have, it is the institutional mem-
ory that they bring to the table that
makes our job so much easier.
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I would also like to thank the White
House, President Clinton, OMB Direc-
tor Jacob Lew for coming to the table
I think in a very genuine way seeking
to help us to solve some of our prob-
lems with us being able to help them
solve some of their problems. And when
they came and asked for additional
spending, they said, we will provide the
offsets. And they did provide the off-
sets.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, this is a
major commitment on the part of the
Congress to a balanced budget. We will
have a balanced budget this year, and
to a large degree it is because of the
work that we did to scrub this budget
to get it in under our spending alloca-
tion. And we are going to do this. We
are going to have this balanced budget
on budget without affecting our Social
Security Trust Fund.

For the first time in 40 years, at
least, we will bring a budget to the
American people that is balanced, bal-
anced on each side of the ledger, with-
out reaching across and dipping into
the Social Security Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, if it seems that | am
very proud of this accomplishment, |
am. But there is no way that it could
have been accomplished without the
support of all the others that | have
mentioned.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would like to begin
my remarks by expressing my most
sincere appreciation to my chairman
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH). He has been totally fair and
totally forthcoming throughout this
process and has moved this bill with
great skill.

This has been a very difficult year to
move appropriations bills, and it is a
testament to his legislative ability
that we are here this morning with a
passable bill. It has been a real pleas-
ure working with him. He is particu-
larly capable. He is a class act.

Mr. Speaker, before | continue, |
would like to take a moment to thank
the staff who have all put in countless
hours since we started our hearing
process in February.

First, 1 would like to thank the com-
mittee staff, including both the major-
ity staff, Frank Cushing, Valerie Bald-
win, Tim Peterson, Dena Baron, and
their detailee Angela Snell; and on the
minority side, two skilled and dedi-
cated staffers, Del Davis and David
Reich.

I would also like to thank the per-
sonal staff of the chairman, Ron Ander-
son and John Simmons and, of course,
my own personal staff, Lee Alman and
Gavin Clingham, who have done a fine
job working on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, this is my first year as
ranking minority member of this sub-
committee and it has been quite an in-
teresting year. | began this appropria-
tions cycle thinking that this bill
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could never pass the House. And now,
several months later, we are through

conference with a signable bill. And
not only is it a signable bill, it is a
good bill.

Indeed, if one considers the cir-

cumstances under which this sub-
committee was operating, this is a
great bill. This success was made pos-
sible by the serious constructive man-
ner in which all sides approached the
conference process, by the skill of the
chairman, and by the cooperation of
the administration, particularly the
administration’s willingness to find the
necessary budget offsets for some
spending increases which the adminis-
tration was urging.

Without repeating the statement of
the chairman, | would like to quickly
run through just a few of the highlights
of this conference report.

First, for veterans’ medical care. It
provides a $1.7 billion increase over last
year’s level. This increase is vital in
order to help the Department of Vet-
erans’ Affairs keep up with the medical
needs of our Nation’s veterans.

In the housing area, the conference
report provides for 60,000 additional in-
cremental section 8 housing assistance
vouchers. That is, it appropriates suffi-
cient funds, both to renew all existing
section 8 housing assistance contracts
and to increase the number of families
assisted by 60,000.

This modest expansion of housing as-
sistance is extremely important in
light of the serious and growing unmet
needs for affordable housing that exists
in our country.

The conference report also takes im-
portant steps to assist public housing,
which remains a very important part of
our overall national strategy for meet-
ing the housing needs of low-income
people. It increases public housing op-
erating assistance by $320 million over
the fiscal year 1999 level to help local
housing authorities pay their utility
bills and keep up with maintenance
needs.

It also provides $2.9 billion for public
housing capital assistance, a bit less
than the $3 billion provided last year
but still well above the levels during
the preceding several years.

The measure also includes a $50 mil-
lion increase in the section 202 program
that helps provide housing for low-in-
come elderly people and a $45 million
increase in grants for assistance to the
homeless.

I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to Secretary Cuomo here, who has
tirelessly advocated for many of these
increases.

Before | leave the housing area, |
should also mention that some very
important authorizing has been incor-
porated into our legislation, namely
part of H.R. 202.

After this bill passed the House by an
overwhelming vote last month, the bi-

partisan leadership of the banking
committee and its housing sub-
committee  approached our  sub-

committee and asked if the legislation
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could be added to the appropriations
bill to expedite its enactment.

While | and others of the House con-
ferees would have preferred to adopt
H.R. 202 in its entirety just as it passed
the House, we were not able to secure
the agreement from the Senate con-
ferees to do so.

Nevertheless, the portions of H.R. 202
that we were able to add to the con-
ference agreement takes some impor-
tant steps to help keep project-based
section 8 housing viable and to improve
housing programs for the elderly and
the disabled.

The second part of the conference
agreement of which | am especially
proud is the funding for NASA. While
the House-passed bill cut NASA sub-
stantially, the conference agreement
provides $1 billion more and $75 million
more than the budget request for
NASA. The increases above the request
are targeted to the science and aero-
nautics mission areas, which | think
are particularly high priorities.
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Some items of note within the NASA
section of the conference report in-
clude an increase of $25 million for
safety-related upgrades to space shut-
tle; an overall increase of $1.25 million
above the budget request for space
science, which represents $240 million
over the House-passed level; increases
of at least $130 million for various aero-
nautics programs involving develop-
ment of new technologies for both air-
craft and spacecraft; and $19.6 million
for the space grant program.

Also in the space science area, the
conference agreement provides an in-
crease for the National Science Foun-
dation totaling about $240 million
above last year. This increase includes
$50 million for the foundation’s bio-
complexity research initiative.

Also included is $36 million for the
construction of a five-teraflop com-
puting facility, capable of trillions of
calculations per second. This capa-
bility is essential if we are to continue
our world leadership in information
technology. And in that same vein | am
pleased to report that this conference
agreement has provided $75 million for
the administration’s IT-squared initia-
tive.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the agree-
ment appropriates about $2.5 billion in
emergency funding for the Federal
Emergency Management Agency,
FEMA, as requested by the administra-
tion. This appropriation will allow
FEMA to continue to meet urgent
needs in North Carolina and other
States recently struck by national dis-
asters as well as replenish FEMA'’s
funds so that it will be able to respond
quickly whenever the next disaster
strikes.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, | think we
present to the body today a good con-
ference report that is certainly worthy
of support. It is by no means an ex-
travagant piece of legislation but it
does provide some additional resources
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to maintain our leadership in science,
help meet housing needs, respond to
disasters, care for our veterans and ac-
complish other useful and important
things.

| urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the conference
report. | again express my appreciation
to the gentleman from New York for
his leadership.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), a member
of the subcommittee.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of the VA-HUD conference report. |
commend the gentleman from New
York, our chairman, and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia, our rank-
ing member, for all their hard work
and the hard work of our staff. The
gentleman from West Virginia and the
gentleman from New York work well
together, and | think the product that
we have today is fully supportable.

While | am supportive of many provi-
sions of this bill, including critical dol-
lars for housing, most especially for
housing for people with disabilities and
older Americans, | am especially sup-
portive of additional money for basic
scientific research, further space explo-
ration and the additional dollars to
protect our environment as well as ad-
dress so many natural disasters. | spe-
cifically want to commend the chair-
man and ranking member for standing
in support of more funding for veterans
medical care. We as Members of Con-
gress are united in a most bipartisan
manner in this and other regards.

I am pleased that this conference re-
port contains a record $1.7 billion in-
crease for veterans medical care added
to the House bill. This additional fund-
ing will help countless veterans, many
older, sicker, some nearly 100 percent
dependent on the system for their
health care and will mean increased ac-
cess to service and improved quality of
care. And, yes, we must as we pass
these additional dollars reinvigorate
our roles as committee members to as-
sure that these dollars are well spent.

I rise in support of the conference re-
port.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber on the full committee.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, as previous speakers
have said, there are many things about
this bill that are good. It does a lot of
things for a lot of people. But | have
one simple question: Is there anybody
around here, either on the floor or in
any other congressional office on the
House side of the Capitol who really
knows what is going on around here in
terms of the overall spending that will
result by the end of the year?

Yesterday we passed our biggest bill.
That bill accounts for about half of all
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discretionary spending in the budget.
That bill was $9 billion over the Presi-
dent’s request. The defense bill.

Now we have a bill that is either the
second or the third largest appropria-
tions bill, and | think we ought to take
a look at its increases. Veterans med-
ical care is $1.7 billion above the Presi-
dent. | think that is fine. | would like
to see that more. EPA is $400 million
above the President. NASA is $75 mil-
lion above. Now, each of those pro-
grams in and of themselves are worthy
programs, and | would like in an ideal
world to be spending more on all of
them. But my question is, with what
we did on defense yesterday, with what
we are doing on this bill, where are we
going to end up? What is the plan? In-
deed, is there a plan to deal with our
other critical needs?

We have, | think, with the passage of
this bill and a number of other bills, we
are seeing Congress engage in a gigan-
tic and repetitive shell game. We see
double sets of books, we see innovative
accounting, we order our own fiscal
scorekeeper to simply ignore the fact
that one of the bills that we passed will
spend $10 billion more than his official
numbers would otherwise indicate.

What will the DOD bill do to our edu-
cation priorities in the country, to our
health priorities, to our job training
priorities, to our efforts to reduce class
sizes, to our efforts to produce school
modernization? The answer is, nobody
knows, because everybody is playing
poker without knowing what their hold
card is. You can lose an awful lot of
money that way.

So | would simply suggest, do what-
ever you want to do on this bill, there
are good reasons to vote for it in and of
itself, but the fact is that this House
does not know what it is doing, it does
not know what the end game is going
to be, and certainly Members need to
be aware of the fact that the appropria-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tions bills on their present track con-
tain over $42 billion in spending gim-
micks, and, in fact, that means that,
despite all of the declarations to the
contrary, these budget bills are eating
up virtually all of the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus and are certainly at this
point headed down the road to spend
close to $20 billion of the Social Secu-
rity surplus.

| say that simply in the interest of
honest accounting, and | say that to
simply urge Members once again to
ask, where is this all going to wind up?
The only way to work out a decent end
is for this institution to sit down with
the White House and have both parties
represented and work out our dif-
ferences so that we know what each of
these bills is doing to other key na-
tional priorities that we also have an
obligation to deal with.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

The gentleman from Wisconsin just
spoke regarding the offsets in the bill.
I would remind him that when we left
the House with our bill, we did not use
the $4.2 billion advance appropriation
that the White House used and that ul-
timately the Senate used. So | thought
that we did it the right way. However,
this is a process of compromise and ne-
gotiation, and when the House position
was different than the Senate and the
White House, | felt that it would be in
our best interest to work with those
two the way they determined their al-
location.

Selfishly, it made our job a lot easier
to use that offset. But the fact of the
matter is that this is an accepted off-
set. It is scored. All of this bill is offset
according to CBO and OMB. They are
in agreement that the bill is offset
properly. So, therefore, we are within
our rules. As the gentleman knows so
well, rules can be helpful and they can
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be a hindrance. In this case, | think the
rules were helpful.

As far as the offset, the $4.2 billion
advance appropriation, the White
House suggested that we use that to
fund section 8 vouchers. Section 8
vouchers provide housing for America’s
poor. So there was a real effort to try
to make sure we had additional vouch-
ers, because the program is working.
The problem is when you use an ad-
vance appropriation, it puts off the
problem more or less until next year.
The outlay rate in the first year is very
low. In the second year it is very high.
It creates problems for us in the future
to do things this way is the bottom
line.

So what we suggested to the White
House when we accepted this advance
appropriation is, you folks need to sit
down with us, with CBO, with the
House and Senate leaders in the hous-
ing arena, authorizers and appropri-
ators, and resolve this issue, because if
we do not deal with it next year prop-
erly, this section 8 housing voucher
problem could implode.

We do need to deal with this in a re-
alistic way with real money and with a
long-term plan. Everybody agrees sec-
tion 8 is a good program, but we need
to make sure we fund it in a proper
way. | am not convinced that advance
appropriations are the best way to do
this, and | think the White House and
the Senate would agree with that. So it
will be a challenge for us, especially for
the authorizers working with us to
make sure that if we are going to pur-
sue this section 8 as a viable alter-
native to public housing, we need to
fund it properly.

Mr. Speaker, | enter into the RECORD
a chart regarding the overall expendi-
tures of the bill and the breakdown.

The document referred to follows:
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H.R. 2684 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
Veterans Benefits Administration
Compensation and pensions 21,857,058 21,568,364 21,568,364 21,568,364 21,568,364 -288,694
Readjustment benefits. 1,175,000 1,469,000 1,469,000 1,468,000 1,469,000 +294,000
Veterans insurance and indemnities 46,450 28,670 28,670 28,670 28,670 -17,780
Veterans housing benefit program fund program account {indefinite} ............ 300,266 282,342 282,342 282,342 282,342 -17,924
{Limitation on direct loans) (300) (300) (300) (300) (300)
Administrative expense! 158,121 156,958 156,958 156,958 156,958
Education loan fund program account 1 1 1 1 1
{Limitation on direct loans) 3) (3) 3) 3) (3)
Admini ive expense: 206 214 214 214 214
Vocational rehabilitation loans program account 55 57 57 57 57
{Limitation on direct loans) (2,401) (2,531) (2,531) (2,531} {2,531}
Admini ive exper 400 415 415 415 415
Native American Veteran Housing Loan Program Account........c.eucvcinccnne 515 520 520 520 520
Guaranteed Transitional Housing Loans for Homeless Veterans program
account 48,250 48,250 +48,250
{Limitation on direct loans) (100,000) (100,000) (+100,000)

Total, Veterans Benefits Admini n 23,539,072 23,508,541 23,506,541 23,554,791 23,554,791 +15,719

Veterans Health Administration

Medical care 16,528,000 16,671,000 18,371,000 17,771,000 18,108,000 +1,578,000
Delayed equipment obligation 778,000 635,000 835,000 635,000 900,000 +122,000
Total 17,306,000 17,306,000 18,006,000 18,406,000 18,006,000 +1,700,000
Contingent emergency funding 600,000
(Transfer to general operating expenses) (-27,420) (25,930) (-27,907) (-487)
Medical care cost recovery collections:
Offsetting receipt: -583,000 -608,000 -608,000 -608,000 -608,000 -25,000
Appropriations (indefinite) 583,000 608,000 808,000 808,000 608,000 +25,000
Total available (17,889,000) (17,914,000} {19,614,000) {19,014,000) (19,614,000) (+1,725,000)
Medical and prosthetic research 316,000 316,000 326,000 316,000 321,000 +5,000
Medical administration and miscellaneous operating expenses .........cocovvueees 63,000 61,200 61,200 60,7038 58,703 -3,297
General Post Fund, National Homes:
Loan program account (by transfer) 7) 7) {7} (7) 7
(Limitation on direct loans) (70} (70} {70) {70) (70}
Administrative expenses (by transfer) {54) (54} (54) (54) (54)
General post fund (transfer out) (-61) -81) (-61) (-61) -61)
Total, Veterans Health Administration 17,685,000 17,683,200 18,383,200 19,382,703 19,386,703 +1,701,703
Departmental Administration
General operating expenses 855,661 912,353 886,000 812,594 912,594 +56,933
Offsetting receipt: (38,960) (36,754) (38,754) (36,754) (36,754) (-2,208)
Total, Program Level (894,621) (949,107) (922,754) (949,348) (949,348) (+54,727)
(Transfer from medical care) (27,420) (27,807} {+487)
(Transfer from national cemetery) (90) (117} (+27)
(Transfer from Inspector general) (30) (30)
National Cemetery Administration 92,008 97,000 87,000 97,256 97,256
(Transfer to general operating expenses) (-80) -117) -27)
Qffice of Inspector General 36,000 43,200 38,500 43,200 43,200 +7,200
(Transfer to general operating expenses) {-30) (-30) e
Construction, major projects 142,300 80,140 34,700 70,140 65,140 -77,160
Construction, minor projects 175,000 175,000 102,300 175,000 160,000 -15,000
Grants for construction of State extended care facilities ... 90,000 40,000 87,000 980,000 f=10 0 s /o LN
Grants for the construction of State veterans cemeteries .. . 10,000 11,000 11,000 25,000 25,000 +15,000
Capital asset fund 10,000
Total, Departmental Administration 1,400,967 1,348,693 1,256,500 1,413,190 1,393,190 7,777
Total, title I, Department of Veterans Affairs 42,625,039 42,538,434 44,156,241 44,350,684 44,334,684 +1,709,645
Appropriations {42,625,039) (42,538,434) (44,156,241) (43,750,684) (44,334,684) (+1,708,645)
Contingent emergency appropriations (600,000}

Consisting of:
Mandatory (23,378,774) (23,348,376) (23,348,376) (23,396,626) (29,3986,628) (+17,852)
Discretionary (19,246,265) (19,190,058) (20,807,865) (20,954,058) (20,938,058) (+1,891,793)
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H.R. 2684 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1888 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE #
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Public and Indian Housing
Housing Certificate Fund, 10,326,542 7,322,085 10,540,135 6,861,135 7,176,695 -3,149,847
(By transfer) {183,000) (183,000) (183,000} (183,000) (+183,000}
Advance appropriation, FY 2001 4,200,000 . 4,200,000 4,200,000 +4,200,000
Total funding. 10,328,542 11,522,085 10,540,135 11,051,135 11,378,695 +1,050,163
Housing set-asides:
Expiring section 8 contracts (9,600,000} (10,640,135) {10,540,135) {10,855,135) (10,834,135) {+1,234,135)
Section 8 relocation assistance {433,542) {156,000) et (156,000) {156,000} (277,542
Regional opportunity counseling {10,000) {20,000} (-10,000}
Welfare to work housing vouchers (283,000) {144,400} (-283,000}
Contract administration {209,000}
Incremental vouchers (346,560) (346,560) {+346,560)
Administrative fee change {6,000)
Voucher for disabled (40,000) (40,000) {+40,000)
Subiotal (10,326,542) (11,522,095) {10,540,135) (11,051,135) (11,376,695) (+1,050,153)
Rescission of unobligated balances:
Section 8 recaptures (rescission) -2,000,000 -1,300,000 +700,000
Section 8 carryover and Tenant Protection (rescission) -943,000 -943,000
Subtotal 2,000,000 -2,243,000 243,000
Public housing capital fund. 3,000,000 2,555,000 2,555,000 2,555,000 2,900,000 -100,000
Public housing operating fund 2,818,000 3,003,000 2,818,000 2,900,000 3,138,000 +320,000
Subtotal 5,818,000 5,558,000 5,373,000 5,455,000 6,038,000 +220,000
Drug elimination grants for low-income housing 310,000 310,000 280,000 310,000 310,000
Revitalization of ly di d public housing (HOPE Vi).......ccmnnne. 625,000 625,000 575,000 500,000 575,000
Native American housing block grants, 620,000 620,000 620,000 620,000 620,000
Indian housing loan guarantee fund program account..........ccenciineenn. 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 .. .
{Limitation on guaranteed loans) (68,881) {(71,956) (71,956) (71,956) (71,956) (+3,075)
Total, Public and Indian Housing 15,705,542 18,641,095 17,404,135 17,942,135 16,682,685 +977,153
Community Planning and Development
Housing opportunities for persons with AIDS 215,000 240,000 225.000/ 232,000 232,000 +17,000
Additional provisions - Bivision A, P.L. 105-277 10,000 -10,000
Rural housing and economic development 25,000 20,000 it 25,000 25,000 ...
America's private investment companies program:
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) {1,000,000) (541,000) {+541,000)
Credil subsidy 37,000 20,000 +20,000
Regional empowerment zone initiative 50,000
Urban empowerment zones 55,000 +55,000
Rural empowerment zones, 15,000 +15,000
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities:
Additional provisions - Division A, P.L. 105-277 45,000 -45,000
Subtotal 45,000 50,000 70,000 +25,000
Community development block grants 4,750,000 4,775,000 4,500,200 4,800,000 4,800,000 +50,000
Emergency funding 20,000 -20,000
Section 108 loan guarantees:
{Limitation on guaranteed loans) {1,261,000) (1,261,000) {1,087,000) {1,261,000) (1,261,000)
Credit subsidy 29,000 29,000 25,000 28,000 29,000
Administrative expense: 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Brownfields redevelopment 25,000 50,000 20,000 25,000 25,000
Regional connection 50,000
Redevelopment of abandoned buildings initiative 50,000
HOME investment partnerships program 1,600,000 1,610,000 1,580,000 1,600,000 1,600,000  ...ccoiiivrerreniaeen
Homeless istance grants 975,000 1,020,000 970,000 1,020,000 1,020,000 +45,000
Homeless assistance demor tion project 5,000
Total, Community planning and development ..........ccccorrmivevcreruensirenans 7,695,000 7,987,000 7,321,200 7,732,000 7,822,000 +127,000
Housing Programs
Housing for special populations 854,000 854,000 854,000 911,000 811,000 +57,000
Housing for the elderly (660,000) (660,000) (660,000) (710,000) {710,000) (+50,000)

Housing for the disabled (194,000) {184,000) (194,000) (201,000) {201,000) (+7,000)
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H.R. 2684 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Federal Housing Administration
FHA - Mutual mertgage insurance program account:
{Limitation on guaranteed loans} (140,000,000) (120,000,000) {140,000,000) {120,000,000) {140,000,000)

(Limitation on direct loans) (100,000) {50,000) {50,000) {100,000} {100,000)
Admini ive expense: 328,888 330,888 328,888 330,888 330,888 +2,000
Offsetting receipt: -529,000 +529,000
Administrative contract expense: 160,000 160,000 160,000 +160,000
Additional contract expenses 4,000 4,000 4,000 +4,000
FHA - General and special risk program account:
{Limitation on guaranteed loans} (18,100,000) {18,100,000) (18,100,000) (18,100,000} {18,100,000)
{Limitation on direct loans) (50,000) (50,000) (60,000) (50,000) {50,000) .. "
Admini ive expense: 211,455 64,000 64,000 64,000 64,000 -147,455
Administrative expenses (unobligated balances) (147,000) {147,000} (147,000) {147,000} {+147,000)
Negative subsidy -125,000 -75,000 -75,000 -75,000 -~75,000 +50,000
Subsidy 81,000 -81,000
Subsidy (unobligated balances) {153,000} (153,000) {153,000} (153,000} {+153,000)
Non-overhead admini ive expenses 144,000 .. 144,000 144,000 +144,000
Additional contract expenses 7,000 7,000 7,000 +7,000
Total, Federal Housing Administration -32,657 634,888 317,888 634,888 634,888 +8667,545
Government National Mortgage Association
Guarantees of mortgage-backed securities loan guarantee program account:
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) {200,000,000) {200,000,000) (200,000,000) (200,000,000) {200,000,000)
Admini ive expenses 9,383 15,383 9,383 15,383 9,383 .. -
Offsetting receipt: -370,000 -422,000 -422,000 -422,000 -422,000 -52,000
Policy Development and Research
Research and technology 47,500 50,000 42,500 35,000 45,000 -2,500
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair housing activities 40,000 47,000 37,500 40,000 44,000 +4,000
Office of Lead Hazard Control
Lead hazard reduction 80,000 80,000 70,000 80,000 80,000  ...cocecrierenerranens
Management and Administration
Salaries and expenses 456,843 502,000 456,843 457,083 477,000 +20,157
(By transfer, limitation on FHA corporate funds) (518,000) {518,000} (518,000) (518,000) (518,000) .
(By transfer, GNMA) {9,383) {9,383) (9,383) (9,383) (9,383)
{By transfer, Community Planning & Development).........co.eeeeceveevinieenianas {1,000) {1,000) {1,000} {1,000} {1,000) .. .
(By transfer, Title V) (200) (150) (150) (150) (150) (-50)
{By transfer, Indian Housing) {400} (200) (200) {200} (200) {-200)
Total, Salaries and expenses (985,826} (1,030,733) {985,576} (985,826) (1,005,733} {+19,907)
Y2K conversion {emergency funding) 12,200 -12,200
Cffice of Inspector General 49,567 38,000 40,000 63,567 50,657 +1,080
(By transfer, limitation on FHA corporate funds) (22,343} (22,343) (22,343} (22,343) (22,343) "
(By transfer from Drug Elimination Grants) {10,000) (10,000} (10,000) {10,000) (10,000}
Total, Office of Inspector General (81,910) {70,343) (72,343) {95,910} (83,000} {+1,080)
Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight 16,000 19,493 19,493 19,483 19,493 +3,493
Offsetting receipt: -18,000 -19,493 -19,493 -19,493 -19,493 -3,493
Administrative Provisions
Single Family Property Disposition -400,000 +400,000
Sec. 212, caiculation of downpayment 15,000 -15,000
FHA increase in loan amounts -83,000 +83,000
GSE user fee -10,000
Sec. 208 FHA -318,000  .reeeeeeeeraanne -318,000 -319,000 -319,000
Annual contribution {transfer out) {-79,000) {(-79,000) (-79,000) (-79,000) {-79,000)
Annual contributions {transfer out) {-104,000) (-104,000) (-104,000) (-104,000) {-104,000)
Sec. 212 Rescission 74,400 ... -74,400 74,400
Sec. 213 National Cities in Schools 5,000 5,000 +5,000
Sec. 214 Moving to Work. 5,000 5,000 +5,000
Total, administrative provisions -468,000 -329,000 -64,400 -319,000 -383,400 +84,600
Total, title Il, Department of Housing and Urban Development (net) ......... 24,079,378 28,048,366 26,067,049 27,170,066 25,951,223 +1,871,845
Current year, FY 2000 {net) (24,079,378} (23,848,366) (26,067,049) (22,970,066) (21,751,223) (-2,328,155)
Appropriations (26,047,178) (23,848,366) (26,141,449) (22,670,068) (24,068,623} (-1,978,555)
Rescissions (2,000,000}  vuorersnrereressanessnes (74,400)  orceecermecraoneces {-2,317,400) (-317,400)
Emergency appropriation: (32,200} (-32,200)

Advance appropriation, FY 2001 (4,200,000}  .occnveririicnireneinnens {4,200,000) (4,200,000) (+4,200,000)
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H.R. 2684 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE NI
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
American Battle Monuments Commission
Salaries and expenses 26,431 26,467 28,467 26,467 28,467 +2,036
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board
Salaries and expenses 6,500 7,500 7,000 6,500 8,000 +1,500
Department of the Treasury
Community Development Financial Institutions

Community development financial institutions fund program account............ 80,000 110,000 70,000 80,000 95,000 +15,000

Microenterprise technical istance 15,000
Additional provisions - Division A, P.L. 105-277 15,000 -15,000

Total 95,000 125,000 70,000 80,000 95,000
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Salaries and expenses 47,000 50,500 47,000 48,500 49,000 +2,000
Corporation for National and Community Service

National and community service programs operating eXpenses .......c.covvserens 425,500 545,500  .ccciciscinnnennns 423,500 434,500 +8,000
Additional provisions - Division A, P.L. 105-277 10,000 -10,000
Rescission -80,000 -80,000 -80,000
Office of Inspector Ger | 3,000 3,000 3,000 5,000 4,000 +1,000
Total 438,500 548,500 3,000 348,500 358,500 -80,000

United States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims
Salaries and expenses 10,185 11,450 11,450 11,450 11,450 +1,255

Department of Defense - Civil
Cemeterial Expenses, Army

Salaries and expenses 11,668 12,473 12,473 12,473 12,473 +807
Environmental Protection Agency
Science and Technology. 650,000 642,483 645,000 642,483 645,000 -5,000
Transfer from Hazardous Substance Superfund, 40,000 37,271 35,000 38,000 38,000 -2,000
Additional provisions - Division A, P.L. 105-277 10,000 -10,000
Subtotal, Science and Technology 700,000 679,754 880,000 680,483 683,000 -17,000
Environmental Programs and Management 1,848,000 2,046,993 1,850,000 1,897,000 1,900,000 +52,000
Transfer to STAG (P.L. 106-31} -1,300 +1,300
Subtotal, EPM 1,846,700 2,046,993 1,850,000 1,897,000 1,900,000 +53,300
Office of Inspector General 31,154 29,409 25,000 32,409 32,409 +1,2565
Transfer from Hazardous Substance Superfund 12,237 10,7563 11,000 10,753 11,000 -1,237
Subtotal, OIG 43,391 40,162 36,000 43,162 43,409 +18
Buildings and facilities, 56,948 62,630 62,600 25,930 62,600 +5,852
Hazardous Substance Superfund 1,400,000 1,500,000 1,450,000 1,300,000 1,300,000 -100,000
Delay of obligation 100,000 100,000 100,000 .o
Transfer to Office of inspector General -12,237 -10,753 -11,000 -10,753 -11,000 +1,237
Transfer to Science and Technology -40,000 -37,271 -35,000 -38,000 -38,000 +2,000
Subtotal, Hazardous Substance Superfund 1,447,763 1,451,976 1,404,000 1,351,247 1,351,000 -96,763
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program 72,500 71,556 60,000 71,556 70,000 -2,500
Qil spili response 15,000 15,818 15,000 15,000 15,000 e
State and Tribal Assistance Grants. 2,508,750 1,953,000 2,315,000 2,355,000 2,581,650 +74,800
Categorical grants 880,000 884,957 884,957 895,000 885,000 +5,000
Additional provisions - Division A, P.L. 105-277 20,000 -20,000
Transfer from EMP (P.L.. 106-31) 1,300 -1,300
Subtotal, STAG 3,408,050 2,837,957 3,199,957 3,250,000 3,466,650 +58,600
Montreal Protocol across-the-board reduction -12,000
Total, EPA 7,580,352 7,206,648 7,307,557 7,322,378 7,591,859 +1,307
Executive Office of the President
Office of Science and Technology Policy 5,026 5,201 5,108 5,201 5,108 +82
Council on Environmental Quality and Office of Environmental Quality.......... 2,675 3,020 2,827 2,675 2,827 +152

Total 7,701 8,221 7,935 7,876 7,935 +234
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H.R. 2684 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1989 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Office of Inspector General (fransfer) (34,666) (33,666) {33,666} (34,666) {33,666) {-1,000}
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Disaster relief 307,745 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 -7,745
(Transfer out) {2,800} {-3,000) (-2,900) {-2,900) (2,900}
Emergency funding 2,036,000 2,480,425 2,480,425 +444,425
Pre-disaster mitigation 30,000
(Transfer out) {-2,600)
Disaster assistance direct loan program account:
State share loan 1,355 1,295 1,205 1,285 1,295 -80
{Limitation on direct loans) (25,000) {25,000) (25,000) {25,000) (25,000) .cccoriiiririreresnineens
Admini ive expense: 440 420 420 420 420 ~20
Y2K local government and loan program (contingent emergency
appropriations) 100,000
Funds appropriated to the President (Y2K) {rescission) -100,000
Salaries and expenses 171,138 189,720 177,720 180,000 180,000 +8,862
Y2K conversion {emergency funding) 3,641 -3,641
Office of Inspector Ger | 5,400 8,015 8,515 8,015 8,015 +2,615
Emergency management planning and istance 240,824 250,850 280,787 255,850 267,000 +26,176
(By transfer) 5,400) {3,000) (2,900) (2,900) (+2,800)
Y2K conversion {emergency funding) 3,711 -3,711
Radiological emergency preparedness fund 12,849 -12,849
Collection of fees -12,849 +12,849
new language -1,000 -1,000 -1,000 -1,000 -1,000
Emergency food and shelter program 100,000 125,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 +10,000
Flood map modernization fund 5,000 5,000  coorrerecveenenniians 5,000 +5,000
National insurance development fund {3,730} {3,730) {3,730) (3,730) {+3,730)
National Flood Insurance Fund (limitation on administrative expenses):
Salaries and expenses (22,685) (24,131} (24,333) (24,333} (24,333) {+1,648)
Flood mitigation. (78,464) (78,912) {78,710 (78,710} (78,710) (+246)
(Transfer out) {-20,000) {-20,000) {-20,000) {-20,000) {-20,000)
National flood mitigation fund 12,000
(By transfer) {20,000} {20,000) (20,000} {20,000) {+20,000)
Total, Federal Emergency Management Agency .... 2,870,254 3,401,725 880,737 854,580 3,351,155 +480,901
Appropriations (826,902) (921,300) (880,737) {854,580} (870,730) (+43,828)
Emergency funding (2,043,352) (2,480,425) (2,480,425} {+437,073)
General Services Administration
Consumer Information Center Fund 2,619 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 +3
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Human space flight 5,480,000 5,638,000 5,388,000  ..cccccerrriicierinnen 5,510,800 +30,800
International Space Station 2,482,700
Launch vehicles and payload operation 3,156,000
Subtotal 5,480,000 5,638,000 5,388,000 5,638,700 5,510,800 +30,900
Science, aeronautics and technology. 5,653,800 5,424,700 4,975,700 5,424,700 5,606,700 -47,200
Mission support 2,511,100 2,494,900 2,268,300 2,485,000 2,515,100 +4,000
Office of inspector General 20,000 20,800 20,800 20,000 20,000 et
Total, NASA 13,665,000 13,578,400 12,653,800 13,578,400 13,662,700 -12,300
National Credit Union Administration
Central liquidity facility:
{Limitation on direct loans) (600,000) (600,000) {-600,000)
{Limitation on administrative expenses, corporate funds) ......ccccecceecrececens (176) (e57) 257} (257) (257) (+81)
Revolving toan program 2,000 e 1,000 .. . 1,000 -1,000
National Science Foundation
Research and related activities 2,770,000 3,004,000 2,768,500 3,007,300 2,966,000 +186,000
Major research equipment 80,000 85,000 56,500 70,000 95,000 +5,000
Education and human resources 662,000 678,000 660,000 688,600 696,600 +34,600
Salaries and expenses 144,000 149,000 146,500 150,000 149,000 +5,000
Office of Inspector General 5,200 5,450 5,325 5,550 5,450 +250
Total, NSF 3,671,200 3,921,450 3,636,825 3,921,450 3,912,050 +240,850

Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation
Payment to the Neighborhcod Reinvestment Corporation ......weccceccececens 90,000 90,000 80,000 60,000 75,000 -15,000
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H.R. 2684 - DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Selective Service System
Salaries and expenses 24,176 25,250 7,000 25,250 24,000 -176
Y2K conversion (emergency funding) 250 -250
Total 24,426 25,250 7,000 25,250 24,000 -426
Total, title Iif, Independent agencies 28,558,844 29,016,204 24,756,866 26,307,446 29,181,011 +622,167
Appropriations (26,515,242) (26,535,779) (24,756,866} (26,307,446) (26,700,586) (+185,344)
ission {-80,000) {-80,000) {-80,000}
Emergency funding (2,043,602) (2,480,425) {2,480,425) {+436,823)
TITLE IV - GENERAL PROVISIONS
Tennessee Valley Authority Borrowing Authority -3,000,000
TITLEV

H.R. 202 - Preservation of Affordable Housing -14,000 -14,000
Grand total (net) 95,263,261 99,603,004 91,880,156 97,828,196 99,452,918 +4,189,657
Current year, FY 2000 (nef) (95,263,261) (95,403,004) (91,980,156} (93,628,196) (95,252,918) (-10,343)
Appropriations (95,187,459) (92,922,579) (92,054,556) (93,108,196) (95,169,893 {-17,566)
Rescissions (-2,000,000)  eeeeuurmeerserenseeasnees (-74,400) {-160,000) (-2,477,400) (-477,400)
Emergency funding (2,075,802) (2,480,425) {2,480,425) (+404,623)
Advance appropriation, FY 2001 (4,200,000}  .cooeiiireeriinene {4,200,000) (4,200,000} (+4,200,000)
(By transfer) (34,727) (236,727) (236,727) (263,657) (236,727) (+202,000)
(Transfer out) (-61) (-203,161) (-203,061) (203,081) (203,061) {-203,000)
{Limitation on administrative expenses) (101,149) {103,043) (103,043) (103,043} (103,043} (+1,894)
(Limitation on direct loans) (846,655) (799,860) {199,860) {349,860) {349,860) (-496,795)
{Limitation on guaranteed loans) (359,361,000)  (340,361,000) (359,187,000}  (339,361,000) (359,902,000} (+541,000)
(Limitation on corporate funds) {561,502) {561,333) (561,333) {561,333) (661,333) (-169)
Total amounts in this bill 95,263,261 89,603,004 91,980,156 97,828,196 99,452,918 +4,188,6857
Scorekeeping adjustment -3,145,802 -6,290,000 -2,090,000 -6,290,000 -6,290,000 -3,144,198
Total mandatory and discretionary 92,117,459 93,313,004 88,880,156 91,538,196 93,162,918 +1,045,459
Mandatory 22,312,774 21,258,376 21,258,376 21,306,626 21,306,626 -1,008,148

Discretionary 69,804,685 72,054,628 68,631,780 70,231,570 71,856,202 +2,051,607
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Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time. | rise in support of the
conference report. Though 1 voted
against the original VA-HUD bill as it
left this House, | tend to support this
conference report. My concern at that
time was that, though the original bill
had good funding for veterans care, it
significantly underfunded the NASA
account. I am very pleased to see that
the NASA funding problem was cor-
rected in this bill. I want to commend
the gentleman from West Virginia and
the gentleman from New York for their
very, very hard work. They had a very,
very difficult job. | really want to com-
mend all the members of the con-
ference committee on both sides of the
aisle. | believe that this is a bill that
Democrats and Republicans on both
sides should be able to support.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK), a very effec-
tive, hardworking member of the sub-
committee.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong support of the conference
report. | urge my colleagues to vote for
this report. | do not think that anyone
realizes the amount of cooperation and
coordinated effort that was put into
this between our ranking member and
our chairperson and the hardworking
staff and the members. | think there is
sort of an attunement among the mem-
bers of the VA-HUD committee. |
think we work very well together for a
common goal. There is a commitment
there, there is expertise there, and this
process was one that was apparent to
all of us, that in the end it would cre-
ate a very good result.

O 1130

I am particularly happy about the
housing part of the bill. Of course there
are other parts of it that | take great
pride in also, but I want to applaud
what we did for veterans, what we did
for NASA, what we did for EPA; but |
am particularly proud of what the com-
mittee did for housing in that people |
represent have a very dire need for bet-
ter housing, and this conference report
took this into consideration and pro-
vided considerably new support for af-
fordable housing and to create better
housing for low-income Americans. We
know what the situation is in this
country with rent, and this committee
addressed that; and | want to applaud
them and to ask my colleagues to
please support this. It is worthy of
their consideration.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS).

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me. Let me first comment briefly on
the comments of the gentleman from
Wisconsin  (Mr. OBEY). | was dis-
appointed that he came in and basi-
cally rained on the parade here, be-
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cause frankly | think everyone in this
Chamber and everyone in the House is
very pleased with this bill and with the
result that the chairman, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH),
and the ranking member have
achieved. I am personally very pleased
with it.

Furthermore, on the issue of Social
Security and dipping into Social Secu-
rity, | hope we do not dip into Social
Security this year, but even if we
would have to dip into it slightly, as
the gentleman from Wisconsin ob-
served, | would just point out that dur-
ing the last year that he controlled the
Committee on Appropriations the dip
into Social Security was well over $60
billion, the entire amount available.

Now let me get to the main point
that | wanted to make, and that is to
thank the chairman, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH), and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), for
their work on this bill.

I was responsible for circulating a
letter which was signed by over 80
House Members and sent to the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions urgently requesting that the Na-
tional Science Foundation budget be
increased above the House figures as
they came out of this chamber. I am
very pleased that Chairman Walsh was
able to accomplish that. In fact, he did
yeoman’s work on the entire budget,
but particularly on the budget of the
National Science Foundation. Further-
more, what he has done on environ-
mental issues is also very worthy, and
I certainly appreciate it. | thank him
and the rest of the members of the
committee for their fine work on this
bill.

I urge that we adopt the conference
report.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CRAMER), another hard-
working member of our subcommittee
and a very effective one.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the ranking member for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong
and enthusiastic support of the VA-
HUD and independent agencies’ con-
ference report. | will echo some of the
comments that have been made already
particularly by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON), a
few minutes ago. As the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) knows and
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MoLLOHAN) knows, | represent the Mar-
shall Space Flight Center and NASA
Center back in Alabama. That first
mark that we endured was quite a hit
on NASA.

| appreciate the gentleman from New
York’s work; | appreciate the gen-
tleman from West Virginia’s work to
make sure that we restored that cut.
We would do it, and we, in fact, did do
it; but, as has been said, this does not
just happen. It is because of the deter-
mination of the chairman, the deter-
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mination of the ranking member that
issues like this can be brought back to
the table and kept alive. So | thank
them very much on behalf of the NASA
employees that | represent, as well as
the staff of the subcommittee as well. |
am a new member of this sub-
committee. They have made the expe-
rience of working on this sub-
committee very, very pleasurable.

This is a good bill, a bill that the
Members should vote for. The con-
ference report is a fair conference re-
port. Our investment in veterans’
health care issues, the emergency
funds to FEMA, especially in light of
the devastation brought on by Hurri-
cane Floyd, the significant reinvest-
ment in HUD, the re-commitment to
NASA as well. All of those are reasons
why this conference report should pass,
and | thank my ranking member, and |
thank the chairman for being so pa-
tient with some of us that were in an
awkward position as we negotiated
through this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of the
VA-HUD and Independent Agencies Con-
ference Report. In this bill we have been able
to provide a substantial investment in Vet-
eran’s Health Care, provide emergency funds
to FEMA to address the devastation brought
on by Hurricane Floyd, and significantly invest
in HUD and NASA. So this is a good bill, ne-
gotiated in a bipartisan fashion.

Mr. Speaker, | want to just take a few min-
utes to express my appreciation for all of the
hard work that Chairman WALSH and Ranking
Member MOLLOHAN have put into this bill in
order to get us to this point. | also want to ex-
press my appreciation for all of the hard work
of the staff over the last few weeks. Now, Mr.
Speaker, | am a new Member to this sub-
committee. And it was just my luck that the
very year that | was able to finally come over
to the subcommittee—NASA, which has Mar-
shall Space Flight Center in my district, took a
$1.4 bilion dollar hit in the House sub-
committee mark. Our continued investment in
NASA today will inevitably pay off down the
line in terms of real and tangible benefits. | am
also pleased that we were able to reach
agreement on some of the more sticky issues
dealing with HUD’s funding.

Under the conference agreement, we were
able to provide funding for an additional
60,000 section 8 vouchers, increase the fund-
ing to public housing operating assistance,
and provide additional funds for HUD’s home-
less assistance and prevention programs. In
addition, the compromise reached on the
Community Builders program demonstrates
what invaluable resources these public serv-
ants have been to HUD’s management reform
process and to communities across the coun-
try. | know that negotiations around these
issues were tense, so I'm glad we were able
to come to a suitable compromise.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good conference re-
port we are considering today. | urge all of my
colleagues to support this bill so that it can be
sent to the President and signed into law.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time; and | rise, Mr. Speaker, in strong
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support of this conference agreement,
and | do want to thank wholeheartedly
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MoLLOHAN) for their inde-
fatigable efforts to increase two impor-
tant agencies in our Nation’s scientific
enterprise, NASA and the National
Science Foundation. | have a deep con-
cern that the very tight budget alloca-
tions that were imposed on that House
bill did not provide these agencies with
adequate funding, and | am pleased
that the conference report increases
the House levels and restores enough
funding for these agencies to suffi-
ciently meet their critical national
missions.

As my colleagues know, before this
conference report there might have
been a loss of about 2,500 jobs and one
half of them from Maryland, Virginia
and the District of Columbia region,
also impacting contractors. This is
Goddard Space Center, university R&D,
important scientific projects. Sci-
entific research and growth is critical
to our Nation’s continued economic
prosperity, and | want to commend the
chairman for recognizing the impor-
tance of maintaining our technological
preeminence.

I also want to comment that | am
pleased that the conferees have funded
the housing opportunities for persons
with AIDS, the HOPWA program at
$232 million. This is $7 million above
the fiscal year 1999 program. This pro-
gram enjoys wide bipartisan support,
and it is the only Federal program that
provides cities and States with the re-
sources to specifically address the
housing crisis facing people with AIDS,
and it is also financially solvent. It
saves us money actually doing that.

| further want to applaud the con-
ferees for including provisions of H.R.
202 to provide grants to States to pre-
serve privately owned affordable hous-
ing servicing low-income individuals
and families. Additionally, this con-
ference provides HUD with authority
to offer enhanced vouchers to elderly
and disabled residents.

Finally, I want to comment on the
fact that $300,000 for the Potomac
River Visions Initiative is included in
this conference report. This long-range
project will preserve and enhance the
resources of the Potomac River water-
shed. My colleagues, you can see that |

enthusiastically support this con-
ference report.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), the distin-
guished authorizer.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the chairman and ranking
member are entitled to congratula-
tions for doing a very good job in very
difficult circumstances. The difficult
circumstances is the unrealistically
low budget allocation that they were
given, and | think the job they did as
well as what they left undone, not be-
cause of their own faults, but because
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of what they had to work with, is very
important for us to focus on. What
they did was to show that we can work
within a given amount of resources in
both a bipartisan way, and we can also
overcome some of the committee juris-
dictional problems that sometimes
beset us.

As the ranking Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity, | work with the chair-
man, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAzI0), along with the appropri-
ators so the language that we devel-
oped and put through the House in the
authorizing area to protect existing
tenants in various subsidized programs
is now made part of the law and funded
simultaneously, and that is very im-
portant.

We have a lot of people out there in
housing and have been out there for a
while who were threatened with the
loss of their housing, and they can now
be assured, those who are in these pro-
grams, the section 8 program and the
assisted housing program, that existing
tenancies will be protected, and pro-
tected not just for a year, but as long
as they are around; and | think that is
a very important commitment that we
ought to reaffirm.

In addition, 1 am very pleased that
they voted some new vouchers because
we have an enormous housing crisis in
this country. We have millions of hard-
working Americans who cannot afford
to live decently or can do that only by
biting into other parts of their income,
and it was important that we did it.
But it is also important to note how
much we have left undone, and | want
to say | am particularly struck that so
many of my Republican colleagues
have come to the floor and accurately
praised this bill for funding govern-
ment programs.

But let us be clear of what we are
talking about. We are talking about
my Republican colleagues joining us
and congratulating ourselves for spend-
ing government money because there is
too often a kind of semantic separa-
tion, a disconnect, in which everybody
is for the particulars and nobody is for
the general, and let us understand this.

One cannot have a whole that is
smaller than the sum of the parts; one
cannot be for more housing for the el-
derly, for adequately funding the Na-
tional Science Foundation, take credit
for better veterans’ health, do more for
environmental protection, and simulta-
neously boast at how little money they
are spending, and that is the dilemma
we are in. We have a political and
idealistic attachment to striking the
whole, while we have a realistic under-
standing of the importance of the
parts, and the time has come no longer
to subject people like the gentleman
from New York and the gentleman
from West Virginia to the need to do
contortions, jumps and loops.

Let us get a more realistic overall
amount so that next year when Repub-
licans and Democrats again come and
congratulate ourselves for intelligently
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spending tax dollars on various impor-
tant social needs, we will have done it
with a lot less acrobatics.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, let me first
thank the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia and the gentleman from New
York for a bill that really speaks to
the needs of Hurricane Floyd victims
in North Carolina. |1 toured last week
on behalf of this Congress, and | saw
the tragedy in its worst possible case.
People can look to us here in Wash-
ington, the Federal Government. Be-
cause of this bill they know we care,
they know we are going to do some-
thing to help them rebuild their lives
and their businesses. They know that
we are aware and will move as quickly
as we can to help them in their hour of
need again.

I thank the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MoLLOHAN) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH) for

their efforts. A good bill. 1 heartily
support it.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased
to support the VA HUD conference
agreement. | want to thank the chair-
man, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH), and also the ranking
member, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), for their excel-
lent work in dramatically improving
this bill since it left this House. | also
want to thank Secretary Cuomo for his
tireless efforts and commitment to the
housing needs of those with minimum
resources in this country. As someone
who represents one of the highest hous-
ing cost areas in the Oakland/San
Francisco Bay area, | am especially
supportive of this effort.

The conference report is really a bet-
ter bill because it includes additional
section 8 housing preservation and ten-
ant protection. We are rapidly losing
hard-gained section 8 housing because
of high rents. This bill now allows for
some rent increases to preserve such
housing. It also gives additional pro-
tections to tenets by promoting hous-
ing preservation with specific mecha-
nisms to bring in local resources to
work with HUD to do everything pos-
sible to protect our existing housing
stock for low income tenets.

The shocking fact of housing in this
country is that there are from 5 mil-
lion to over 12 million people who are
in housing that is grossly substandard
who have to pay over 50 percent of
their income for housing. The Wash-
ington Post had an excellent story on
this just 2 days ago. How we respond to
such facts, to me, is a true test of our
ethical and moral sense.

This bill comes a bit closer to our
desperate housing needs by providing
$690 million and 60,000 section 8 vouch-
ers more than the House bill. It also
better attends to the housing needs of
our elderly and disabled by increasing
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living facilities which are assisted,
service coordinators, capital repairers,
elderly housing debt forgiveness and
other mechanisms; and for our very im-
portant veterans it provides 1.7 billion
more than fiscal 1999 and 1.8 billion
more than requested by the adminis-
tration.

Of course like some, | too am not
pleased with the funny accounting de-
vices; but we must see this as a cup
that is half full rather than half empty.
I ask my colleagues to support the con-
ference report.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), a member of
the Committee on Science.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of this conference com-
mittee report, and | would just like to
suggest that the people who are doing
the work on VA-HUD appropriations
have a very tough job.
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It is, perhaps, one of the toughest as-
signments in Washington to try to han-
dle the appropriations for VA-HUD, be-
cause it includes such a broad range of
issues that we have to deal with and a
broad range of concerns and interest
groups.

I oversee the NASA budget in terms
of the authorization side of the House,
and | work very closely with the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).
And | want my colleagues to know that
just the authorizing process is hard,
and | know that the appropriations
side of it has to be twice as hard with
people putting pressure on us from all
directions.

Those involved with this VA-HUD
conference actually have had to deal
not just with the authorizers versus
the appropriators and NASA, but they
have had to deal with pressures from
interest groups from as wide a variety
as any group in this Congress.

So | appreciate the job that they
have done. I might have a few disagree-
ments, but the fact is that they have
done a good job with what they could
do and especially in a time like this
when there has been such maximum
pressure on them from not only the dif-
ferent groups that need to be taken
care of, but also the overall country’s
need to balance the budget and how to
proceed with the budget restrictions
that we have.

So | will be supporting this measure
today, and | am very happy that we
have established a good working rela-
tionship between the authorizers and
the appropriators, and we will continue
to try to do that in the time ahead. |
ask my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this conference report.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. ENGEL).

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. |
strongly urge my colleagues to support
the bill. This is a vastly improved bill
over the original House bill because
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there are significant improvements in
housing programs, NASA, EPA and vet-
erans’ medical care.

I especially want to compliment the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALsH), my friend and New York col-
league, who really has done an excel-
lent job in terms of putting this bill to-
gether and working to include every-
body into this bill. Housing funding is
increased $2.4 billion, raising the fund-
ing to $28.6 billion. NASA’s budget in-
creased. Veterans’ medical care in-
creased by $1.7 billion, and there is $3
million, of interest for me particularly,
in the subcommittee report for renova-
tions to the Bronx VA, the Veterans
Administration, which will be working
in connection with Mount Sinai School
of Medicine. There is also $1 million in
the subcommittee report for the Carl
Sagan Center and the Children’s Hos-
pital at Montefiore Medical Center in
Bronx, New York. Those are two very
important programs.

So this bill is a vast improvement
over the original bill. I look forward to
voting for the bill today and working
with the Chairman to make these
projects a reality. | again want to com-
pliment my friend, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALsSH), for the fine
work that he has done.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH).

(Mr. MCINTOSH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | want
to commend my colleague from New
York (Mr. WALSH) for his leadership on
this VA-HUD bill, particularly for
wrestling with many very difficult
questions. One of them that we have
taken up Iin my oversight sub-
committee is the question of the EPA’s
continued effort to implement the
Kyoto protocol, in spite of language
that was put into the bill last year in-
dicating that it was the intent of Con-
gress not to use funds appropriated for
that purpose.

I will report to the body and to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
that during the conference on October
6, Mr. Gary Guzy, who is the EPA’s
general counsel, reported and stuck by
their position that they have the abil-
ity to regulate carbon dioxide, in spite
of the fact that the structure of the
statute, the intent of the Clean Air Act
is that they do not have the authority
to regulate that substance.

At this time, | would include a letter
from the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL), who is the ranking
member on the Committee on Com-
merce and chaired the conference in
1990 when the Clean Air Act amend-
ments were passed. His letter said, in
part, “The House and Senate conferees
never agreed to designate carbon diox-
ide as a pollutant for regulatory or
other purposes.”

I will include that letter at this point
in the RECORD.
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COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, October 5, 1999.

Hon. DAVID M. MCINTOSH,

Chairman, Subcommittee on National Economic
Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory
Affairs, Committee on Government Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: | understand that you
have asked, based on discussions between our
staffs, about the disposition by the House-
Senate conferees of the amendments in 1990
to the Clean Air Act (CAA) regarding green-
house gases such as methane and carbon di-
oxide. In making this inquiry, you call my
attention to an April 10, 1998 Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) memorandum enti-
tled “EPA’s Authority to Regulate Pollut-
ants Emitted by Electric Power Generation
Sources” and an October 12, 1998 memo-
randum entitled “The Authority of EPA to
Regulate Carbon Dioxide Under the Clean
Air Act” prepared for the National Mining
Association. The latter memorandum dis-
cusses the legislative history of the 1990
amendments.

First, the House-passed bill (H.R. 3030)
never included any provision regarding the
regulation of any greenhouse gas, such as
methane or carbon dioxide, nor did the bill
address global climate change. The House,
however, did include provisions aimed at im-
plementing the Montreal Protocol on Sub-
stances that Deplete the Ozone Layer.

Second, as to the Senate version (S. 1630)
of the proposed amendments, the October 12,
1998 memorandum correctly points out that
the Senate did address greenhouse gas mat-
ters and global warming, along with provi-
sions implementing the Montreal Protocol.
Nevertheless, only Montreal Protocol related
provisions were agreed to by the House-Sen-
ate conferees (see Conf. Rept. 101-952, Oct. 26,
1990).

ngever, I should point out that Public
Law 101-549 of November 15, 1990, which con-
tains the 1990 amendments to the CAA, in-
cludes some provisions, such as sections 813,
817 and 819-821, that were enacted as free-
standing provisions separate from the CAA.
Although the Public Law often refers to the
“Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,” the
Public Law does not specify that reference as
the “‘short title”” of all of the provisions in-
cluded the Public Law.

One of these free-standing provisions, sec-
tion 821, entitled ‘‘Information Gathering on
Greenhouse Gases Contributing to Global
Climate Change” appears in the United
States Code as a ‘“‘note”” (at 42 U.S.C. 7651k).
It requires regulations by the EPA to ‘“mon-
itor carbon dioxide emissions’ from “‘all af-
fected sources subject to title V'’ of the CAA
and specifies that the emissions are to be re-
ported to the EPA. That section does not
designate carbon dioxide as a ‘‘pollutant’ for
any purpose.

Finally, Title IX of the Conference Report,
entitled ‘“Clean Air Research,” was pri-
marily negotiated at the time by the House
and Senate Science Committees, which had
no regulatory jurisdiction under House-Sen-
ate Rules. This title amended section 103 of
the CAA by adding new subsections (c)
through (k). New subsection (g), entitled
“Pollution Prevention and Control,” calls
for ‘‘non-regulatory strategies and tech-
nologies for air pollution prevention.” While
it refers, as noted in the EPA memorandum,
to carbon dioxide as a ‘“‘pollutant,” House
and Senate conferees never agreed to des-
ignate carbon dioxide as a pollutant for regu-
latory or other purposes.

Based on my review of this history and my
recollection of the discussions, | would have
difficulty concluding that the House-Senate
conferees, who rejected the Senate regu-
latory provisions (with the exception of the
above-referenced section 821), contemplated
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regulating greenhouse gas emissions or ad-
dressing global warming under the Clean Air
Act. Shortly after enactment of Public Law
101-549, the United Nations General Assem-
bly established in December 1990 the Inter-
governmental Negotiating Committee that
ultimately led to the Framework Convention
on Climate Change, which was ratified by
the United States after advice and consent
by the Senate. That Convention is, of course,
not self-executing, and the Congress has not
enacted implementing legislation author-
izing EPA or any other agency to regulate
greenhouse gases.

I hope that this is responsive.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
JoHN D. DINGELL,
Ranking Member.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, the law
and the legislative history is clear
about this point, and there are some
questions that still remain in this bill
because it contains the language,
which | wholly endorse, authored by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG) saying that EPA cannot
spend funds to further implement the
Kyoto protocol, but there are some un-
answered questions in the legislative
report whether the House intent on
that or the Senate intent prevails, or,
as | would hope would happen, they
would both be governing on the execu-
tive branch as they spend funds from
this bill.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

With regard to the previous speaker’s
comments, | would just like to make
clear that there have been efforts as
the process has moved forward, both
this year and last year, to effect au-
thorizations in the clean air area on
our appropriation bill. It is a particu-
larly complicated subject, difficult for
the authorizers to deal with, as is evi-
denced by the way it is dealt with by
them, and the appropriations bill is a
particularly inappropriate place to try
to deal with them.

The appropriations process is an in-
appropriate place to deal with clean air
authorizing issues; trying to impact in-
terpretations in that area and com-
ments as we debate a conference report
is equally or more inappropriate place
to deal with it. There is a difference on
the Kyoto issue between the House and
the Senate report. The administration
has its interpretation of that.

Going back to the compromise lan-
guage on Kyoto that was contained in
last year’s appropriation report, they
would maintain that that is the inter-
pretation that applies this year. The
gentleman can add his interpretation
on that and they can debate it, but |
would submit that comments offered in
the course of this debate on this con-
ference report do not impact the legis-
lative intent in any way with regard to
the Kyoto issue.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time at this time,
so | will reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. NADLER).
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Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support for the VA-HUD con-
ference report.

When the bill was debated on this
floor, | offered two amendments. One
would have restored funding for
HOPWA, the Housing Opportunities for
People With AIDS, to the level of the
fiscal year 1999 budget which was pro-
vided for in the Senate bill, but was
not provided for in the House bill. The
HOPWA amendment was accepted by
this body.

Unfortunately, the second amend-
ment which | offered which sought to
increase funding for new Section 8
vouchers; that is, to provide funding
for new Section 8 vouchers and in-
crease the public housing operating
fund was not accepted.

I am happy that reason and compas-
sion have prevailed in the conference
report. The conference report provides
$347 million to fund 60,000 new Section
8 housing vouchers and to increase the
public housing operating fund. Fur-
thermore, HOPWA'’s funding was in-
creased by $7 million above the Senate
level. The report will go a long way in
assisting people with AIDS and assist-
ing people in finding affordable housing
to make the necessary repairs they so
desperately need. We have not provided
new Section 8 housing vouchers for
over 2 years.

The need for housing assistance re-
mains staggering. Today, over 5 mil-
lion low-income families pay more
than 50 percent of their income for rent
or live in severely substandard hous-
ing. Not one of these 5 million families
receives any Federal housing assist-
ance. Their needs are desperate and in
this bill today, in this conference re-
port, we have chosen to begin to ad-
dress the severity of those needs; and
that is progress.

So again, | urge support of the VA-
HUD conference report.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise to applaud the work of my col-
leagues in the House and the other
body.

Two months ago, the Committee on
Appropriations reported out a House
spending bill that cut $1 billion from
critical housing programs. This was
done while our Nation faces a dire cri-
sis in housing. In Chicago alone, 35,000
families are on the waiting list for pub-
lic housing; and, across the country,
over 5 million households faced worst-
case housing needs. Not only were
these cuts proposed in the face of great
need, but they were proposed in a time
of great plenty. Our economy is in the
middle of its strongest run ever, and
the Federal Government is reporting
budget surpluses. It hardly seemed like
the time to cut critical investment in
housing for seniors, families, and oth-
ers on low and fixed incomes.

Today, however, House and Senate
conferees have improved that bill and
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are reporting a bill that actually in-
creases spending for housing. There is
over $400 million more than the Presi-
dent requested for public housing pro-
grams. Homeless assistance is in-
creased $25 million over last year. The
HOPWA program will receive $7 mil-
lion more than last year. Housing for
persons with disabilities will receive $5
million more than last year. Housing
for our Nation’s elderly will get $50
million more than last year, and the
conferees funded 60,000 new rental
vouchers for families to use in the pri-
vate rental market.

Moreover, the conference increased
spending in economic development pro-
grams. These programs allow State and
local governments to encourage busi-
ness and create good-paying jobs. When
the housing budget was first proposed
late last summer, | and other col-
leagues in the House and people and or-
ganizations across the country rose in
outrage. We ought to have fought cut-
ting housing when we had so much
while so many people had so little. But
now, | am happy to rise and applaud
the final product, which has done an
about-face and increases investment in
people by increasing our investment in
their housing and jobs.

I urge my colleagues to give a re-
sounding vote in favor of this bill.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG), a member of
the subcommittee.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, |
do appreciate the time. | just want to
respond to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Mr. MOLLOHAN. He and | have
had a lot of agreements; we have had
some disagreements. And | notice that
in his comments he made reference to
language that appeared in the fiscal
year 1999 report. | am here to say that
we differ strongly on that; and | think
as a Member of this committee, as a
senior Member, that | should state that
the language, the intent of both the
House and the Senate should be re-
ferred to. It should be referenced, and
it should not just simply be fiscal year
1999, because that language is in the
ash can of history, in my judgment. We
should look at fiscal year 2000.

So my belief is that it is important
that | at least get that out as an addi-
tional view of this report. It does not
say that we are not going to have this
debate in the future, but I do believe it
is clear that he and | differ. And |
think | should get that report, that
comment on the record.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Regrettably, | feel compelled to
respond to the gentleman from Michi-
gan.

If he is trying to establish a legisla-
tive history with regard to the Kyoto
language, | repeat that | think this is a
poor place to do it. The facts are that
there is language in the House report
on that subject. The language in the
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Senate report differs, and there could
not be any consensus drawn of the con-
gressional intent with regard to that
topic by looking at the 2000 report, the
report accompanying this bill. The lan-
guage in the 1999 report accompanying
the VA appropriations was agreed to by
both the House and the Senate.

I leave it to the lawyers, if it gets to
that, to debate what actually reflects
the legislative intent of the Congress
on that topic. However, | would note
that the Senate worked long and hard
for 2 years now on this language. That
language was agreed to by both bodies
in last year’s report. This year, there
was not agreement on the Kyoto lan-
guage between the House and the Sen-
ate. So that | do not think one can
draw a conclusion that the Congress
has spoken on that issue in unison this
year.
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On the other hand, one could draw a
conclusion that the last time the Con-
gress spoke on the issue in agreement
was in the 1999 report.

Not that this clarifies anything, ex-
cept to suggest that | would not agree
with the gentleman that the language
coming out of the report accompanying
this year’s bill would determine legis-
lative intent in any way on this topic.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would just take one
second, once again, to thank my col-
league, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MoLLOHAN), for his coopera-
tion on this bill. I have enjoyed work-
ing with the gentleman.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. | yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to conclude with similar ex-
pressions of appreciation for his many
courtesies during this process, and for
his allowing the minority all along the
process to participate in a very mean-
ingful way in bringing this bill to the
floor.

Again, | repeat that it is a testament
to his skill and legislative leadership
that we are bringing this kind of a bill
to the floor in a very bipartisan way in
a year in which it is terribly difficult
to do that.

If the chairman would allow me to
express appreciation to members on
the minority side of the subcommittee,
to the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
KAPTUR), the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK), the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE), and the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CRAMER), they were all very hard-
working members on the subcommittee
throughout the year to bring this bill
where we are today.

I very much appreciate their efforts
in working with them, as well as the
chairman and the majority members.
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Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, | note that the
statement of the managers in the VA-HUD FY
2000 Conference Report directs HUD to honor
its prior agreements for Section 8 projects
which already have gone through one of the
Reengineering Demonstration Programs and
entered into a HUD use agreement providing
for budget-based rents. This direction was in-
serted in the conference report to ensure that
the limited number of such projects which did
not also have their mortgages restructured at
the time, would not now have to go through a
mortgage restructuring—which can only be
done at significant cost and expense to the
project and to the government.

One such project, Canal Park Tower, is lo-
cated in my district in downtown Akron, Ohio,
where it provides more than 190 efficiency
units for the elderly and disabled. Canal Park
Tower provides on-site congregate meals and
support services for the project’s residents.
Canal Park Tower is an important element in
Akron’s effort to meet the needs of its low-in-
come elderly and disabled.

Last Year, after receiving a Section 8 com-
mitment from HUD, the owner entered into a
use agreement with HUD under which the
project’s rents were reset on a budget basis
instead of being restructured. Under the use
agreement, the owner was required to con-
tinue to accept Section 8 assistance and to
continue to provide low-income housing for a
20-year period. The owner had earlier made a
different proposal to HUD which involved mort-
gage restructuring. In the end, HUD deter-
mined the project inappropriate for mortgage
restructuring. At HUD's insistence, the project
went forward with budget-based rents.

The Managers recognized that it would be
unfair at this late date to force the owner to go
through a mortgage restructuring. In doing so,
the managers have resolved a nagging issue
that has worried residents and low-income
housing advocates throughout Akron. | am
sure | am not alone in commending them for
their attention to this narrow issue.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the FY 2000 VA-HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Conference
Report. My colleagues have worked hard to
craft a bill that a majority of us can support,
and | applaud their efforts. The conference re-
port provides vital funding to help address our
nation’'s housing needs, fund science and
technology research, and keep our commit-
ment to our veterans.

Although the bill does not fund all of our
housing priorities, it does take a significant
step towards helping low- and moderate-in-
come Americans afford a safe place to live by
providing 60,000 new Section 8 vouchers to
help families with worst-case housing needs.
The bill also provides substantial increases in
support for public housing programs, home-
less assistance, housing for persons living
with AIDS, senior housing, and programs for
disabled citizens.

The conference report also includes funding
for economic development projects in our cit-
ies and towns. The Community Development
Block Grants, HOME, and Brownfields Rede-
velopment programs all received additional
funding in this bill.

In addition, the bill provides $70 million for
the Urban and Rural Empowerment Zones.
While this is substantially less than these com-
munities were promised, | will continue to work
with my colleagues to secure full funding for
this important initiative next year.
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With respect to Veterans Affairs, the con-
ference report provides $44.3 billion for the
programs and benefits administered by the
Department of Veterans. This represents a
four percent, or $1.7 billion, increase above
Fiscal Year 1999 levels. Of the amounts pro-
vided in the conference report, $19.6 billion is
for veterans medical care, $21.6 billion is for
compensation benefits for veterans who suffer
from service connected disabilities, $65 million
is provided for construction and renovation on
VA facilities, and $48 million is provided for
transitional housing for the thousands of
homeless veterans across the country.

Additonally, the conference report proclaims
success for the future of cutting edge science
and technology. NASA will receive $13.7 bil-
lion in Fiscal Year 2000. This is an eight per-
cent increase from the original numbers pre-
viously proposed in the House of Representa-
tives.

Through civilian space flight, exploration,
scientific advancement, and the development
of next-generation technologies, NASA has
successfully ensured U.S. leadership in world
aviation and space exploration. Clearly this bill
represents a victory for the United States and
its future in space exploration. While | regret
that the International Space Station will only
be funded at $2.3 billion, | am pleased that
NASA has been given the resources to con-
tinue its mission to conduct space and aero-
nautical research, development, and flight ac-
tivities to maintain U.S. superiority in aero-
nautics and space exploration. | look forward
to promoting space endeavors in the future.

Along with NASA, the National Science
Foundation (NSF) also was granted an eight
percent increase over the original H.R. 2684
levels. With the $3.9 billion appropriated, NSF
can continue to support basic and applied re-
search, science and technology policy re-
search, and science and engineering edu-
cation programs. This bill provides $697 mil-
lion for NSF to continue its math and science
education initiatives.

Through grants, contracts, and cooperative
agreements, NSF supports fundamental and
applied research in all major scientific and en-
gineering disciplines. NSF funding is a key in-
vestment in the future of advanced tech-
nologies and reaffirms America's strong and
longstanding leadership in scientific research
and education.

As a result of these long-awaited and anx-
iously anticipated increases in funding of crit-
ical programs that are key to our nation’s well-
being and future success, | am pleased to
support this bill.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today on
the floor of the House of Representatives to
speak in strong support of funding increases
for the Department of Veterans Affairs. Last
month | was proud to support the passage of
H.R. 2684, the FY 2000 Veterans Affairs/
Housing and Urban Development and Related
Agencies (VA/HUD) Appropriations Act. The
bill contained $1.7 billion more than FY 1999
and $1.8 billion more than the President’s re-
quest for FY 2000 VA Appropriations.

The Veterans Integrated Services Network
12 (VISN 12) conducted a study and reported
six options to save money within the VISN. Of
the six options, only one would not move serv-
ices from the North Chicago VA to other VA
hospitals within the VISN, or completely close
the North Chicago hospital. This option study
was delivered to my office the day after the



October 14, 1999

House passed its version of H.R. 2684, thus
preventing any legislative action by the House,
which could prevent any reorganization or clo-
sure within VISN 12.

Today, | was pleased to read the Con-
ference Report containing strong language to
include veterans groups, medical schools hav-
ing an affiliation with a VA hospital, employee
representatives, and any other interested par-
ties as stakeholders to be consulted by the
Department of Veterans Affairs before any re-
organization within VISN 12 occurs. Although,
the VA hospital in North Chicago only borders
my district, a large number of veterans from
my district use the North Chicago hospital for
treatment. Many of the veterans from the
northeastern part of the state seek medical
treatment at North Chicago, because the only
other option is to travel a minimum of an hour
either north to Milwaukee or south to Chicago.

Unfortunately, the Conference Report to
H.R. 2684 increases spending $7.5 billion over
the House-passed version, but does not pro-
vide additional funding for VA programs. How-
ever, the Conference Report does spend more
money on programs like NASA, $13.7 billion,
$999 million more than the House approved
initially, $7.5 billion for EPA, an increase of
$284 million over the House version and,
$438.5 million for AmeriCorps, which the
House version eliminated. Finally, the Con-
ference Report restores a $3 billion reduction
to the Tennessee Valley Authority’s (TVA) bor-
rowing authority just to name a few increases.

| am very supportive of our veterans in llli-
nois, but because of these increases in spend-
ing noted, | am unable to vote in favor of the
Conference Report to H.R. 2684.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of the Conference Report to
H.R. 2684, the “FY 2000 VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act.” Let me
commend the Chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee, Mr. WALSH, and the Ranking
Member, Mr. MOLLOHAN, for their tremendous
work in completing one of the most complex
and jurisdictionally-diverse funding bills before
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, | am particularly proud of pro-
visions that are included in the bill before us
under title V, entitled “Preserving Affordable
Housing for Seniors and Families into the 21st
Century.” This legislation is the product of
months of work among Republicans and
Democrats in both bodies and the Administra-
tion to deal with one of the most pressing so-
cial needs in recent years—the need for safe,
secure, affordable housing.

Our proposal addresses the so-called Sec-
tion 8 “opt-out” problem where hundreds of
thousand of affordable housing units would
have been at risk of being lost over the next
several years as rental assistance contracts
with the Federal Government expire in in-
creasing numbers. Our legislation protects
seniors, individuals with disabilities and low-in-
come families living in assisted housing from
displacement in opt-out circumstances, and
encourages the preservation of the housing as
affordable where possible. “Preserving Afford-
able Housing for Seniors and Families into the
21st Century” passed the House freestanding
on September 27, 1999, by an overwhelming
vote of 405 to five.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before the
House today is one of the most important
housing bills in recent years, and would affect
the lives of millions of low-income families
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across the country. The loss of affordable
housing in my home state of lowa first gen-
erated national attention to the critical nature
of the problem. More than 15,000 families in
lowa, and more than 500,000 across the
country would potentially be at risk of losing
their homes if we do not act.

Without the cooperation and assistance of
Members from both sides of the aisle as well
as the Administration we could not be here
today. Under the leadership of Secretary An-
drew Cuomo, the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development has been a key play-
er throughout the entire process in our efforts
to protect vulnerable families from displace-
ment and to preserve affordable housing. Our
work together on this legislation is one of the
most significant efforts of truly bipartisan co-
operation of the 106th Congress.

Above all, let me recognize the Chairman of
the Housing Subcommittee and author of the
bill, Mr. Lazio, for his leadership and tireless
dedication to provide affordable housing and
community development opportunities to those
least able to provide for themselves.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2684, this
year's VA, HUD and Independent Agencies
Appropriations Act, is truly the culmination of
bipartisan efforts to meet the critical shelter
needs of many of our most vulnerable citizens.
| want to commend my friend and fellow New
Yorker, JIM WALSH, the Chairman of the VA/
HUD and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, for producing a bill of
which all of us in the House and Senate can
be proud. | also want to thank Mr. WALSH for
working closely with me to ensure that certain
provisions from housing authorization bills that
| have sponsored and supported are included
in this bill.

Let me briefly explain some of these provi-
sions, which compose Title V of H.R. 2684.
This portion of the bill contains many original
provisions from H.R. 202, the “Preserving Af-
fordable Housing for Senior Citizens and Fam-
ilies into the 21st Century Act” a bill Chairman
LEACH and | introduced this year. Also con-
tained in this appropriations bill are provisions
from H.R. 1336, the “Emergency Residents
Protection Act,” which was introduced by
Chairman LEACH, Rep. Jim WALSH, and myself
earlier this year. There are also parts of H.R.
1624, the “Elderly Housing Quality Improve-
ment Act”, introduced by Mr. LAFALCE, Rank-
ing Member of the Banking Committee.

These various authorization bills have been
the subjects of numerous Committee hearings
during the 106th Congress. Majority and Mi-
nority Committee staff worked, along with the
Administration, for the last several months to
develop a bipartisan consensus product sup-
ported by the Committee Republican and
Democratic leadership, and which combined
the best ideas from these various pieces of
legislation into a new H.R. 202. The Banking
Committee reported out the resulting legisla-
tion by unanimous vote. H.R. 202 passed the
House under suspension of the rules on Sep-
tember 27th by a vote of 405 to 5. In short,
Mr. Speaker, the provisions of H.R. 202 enjoy
overwhelming, bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, this bill encompasses a broad
spectrum of ideas. And they are all the right
ideas to help America’s seniors and other vul-
nerable citizens find affordable housing.

On the horizon, a gray dawn is approaching
where more and more Americans will live
longer and enjoy more active, healthy lives.
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More than 33 million people in the United
States are now 65 years of age and older, and
by the year 2020 that number will grow to al-
most 53 million. That is one in every six Amer-
icans. In this environment of a graying popu-
lation, we should celebrate this new-found lon-
gevity, but we must not overlook the fact that
millions of senior citizens will suffer a crisis of
safe, affordable housing if we fail to prepare
for it. These senior citizens, who created the
foundation of greatness of this nation that we
all enjoy today, deserve to know that they will
be taken care of.

These seniors are the same people who
guided America through the Great Depression;
the same people who served us on the front
lines and on the assembly lines in world War
II; the same people who led the nation to su-
perpower strength following the war. Some
may have even lost a leg or their sight in the
war or in a factory accident. They have pro-
vided an almost unspeakable service to each
and every American alive today and made
sacrifices which some of us with fewer years
can hardly imagine.

We would be failing them if we did not help
provide them the same security they have
given us. They deserve the sense of security
that would come from knowing they can stay
in their current housing and continue to build
a life there. And they deserve the peace of
mind that comes with knowing they have a
place to lay their head at night.

This bill would provide that peace of mind.
This bill in fact reauthorizes the Section 202
program, the primary method of federal assist-
ance for low-income senior citizens, and the
section 811 program, which provides afford-
able housing for disabled citizens. In addition,
the legislation creates a commission to study
elderly housing issues and recommend how
best to provide for the elderly. This bill also
contains streamlined refinancings of Section
236 projects so we can provide more re-
sources to these projects for the benefit of the
residents. Finally, certain reforms to the Sec-
tion 811 program affecting the size of projects,
supported by advocacy groups for the dis-
abled, are also included in the legislation.

The provisions in this bill are designed to
protect our seniors, the disabled, and our vul-
nerable families from displacement or drastic
rent increases. Indeed, by incorporating much
of H.R. 1336, Title V of this bill addresses the
so-called Section 8 “opt-out problem”, which
is caused by owners opting not to renew their
Section 8 contracts upon expiration. The
Housing Subcommittee held hearings earlier
this year on the problem of expiring Section 8
contracts, and found that a significant number
of owners that were indicating they planned to
“opt out” of the Section 8 program. Five hun-
dred thousand units were “at-risk” over the
next five years of being lost as affordable
housing.

Mr. Speaker, the Section 8 opt-out problem
was characterized by many as the most sig-
nificant housing crisis facing our nation. With
this bill, this Congress has taken affirmative,
concrete action to solve this housing problem.

Finally, while some of the provisions of H.R.
202 are not included in Title V, we hope to ac-
complish many of the same goals through re-
port language. As an example, this legislation
directs HUD to streamline the existing Home
Equity Conversion Mortgage program, allowing
seniors more flexibility to maximize the equity
in their homes. Mr. Speaker, to the extent that
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certain reforms in H.R. 202, pertaining to the
202 elderly and 811 disabled program are not
included in this bill, it is my intent to work with
the Minority and our authorizing counterparts
from the Senate to see that these improve-
ments are in fact enacted in the next session.
| look forward to that risk.

This bill truly incorporates a 21st century
model of housing, where creativity and
partnering combine to result in a compas-
sionate piece of legislation that will result in
security and peace of mind for some of our
most cherished citizens. Today we stand with
our seniors and provide them a variety of pro-
grams that will help them as they more into
their twilight years.

| thank Chairman Walsh for his leadership,
and thank all the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee for working with the Repub-
lican and Democratic authorizers from the
Banking Committee, in such a bipartisan man-
ner to solve these problems.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to extend
a sincere thanks to Chairman WALSH, and the
Ranking Member, Mr. MOLLOHAN, for their
support of funding Sacramento projects in-
cluded in the conference report on H.R. 2684,
the VA-HUD-Independent Agencies Appro-
priations for FY 2000.

| would first like to thank the committee in
providing support to the Sacramento Com-
bined Sewer System. The City of Sac-
ramento’s 100 year old combined sewer sys-
tem is no longer capable of handling both the
stormwater and sanitary wastewater flows it
was designed to carry. The City remains com-
mitted to providing a minimum 50 percent of
the cost share in meeting the construction-re-
lated needs of this project. It will complement
overall efforts to improve the California Bay-
Delta’s water quality and will greatly assist the
City’s efforts to protect the public health. Most
importantly, the project will stop the flow of
sewage into City streets and the Sacramento
River, which serves as the primary source of
drinking water for more than 20 million Califor-
nians.

Additionally, | also appreciate the commit-
tee’s continued support for the Sacramento
River Toxic Pollutant Control Program. The
Sacramento River currently exceeds water
quality criteria recommended by the state of
California and EPA for metals such as copper,
mercury and lead. Past funding provided by
Congress has been used to successfully orga-
nize a multiyear monitoring and management
effort with a regional stakeholder group that in-
cludes representatives of federal, state, and
local agencies, agriculture and industry organi-
zations, environmental organizations, and pub-
lic interest groups. Together, the region has
developed an integrated water quality moni-
toring program in collaboration with other on-
going efforts in the watershed, leveraging re-
sources among programs and producing con-
sistent reliable information on important water
quality characteristics. Continued funding will
allow the region to move forward with critical
steps needed in the development of the pollut-
ant reduction plan.

Finally, 1 am grateful that the Committee
was willing to provide much needed funding to
the Franklin Villa Housing Development in
Sacramento. The Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency (SHRA), which serves
the interests of both the City and the County
of Sacramento, has identified Franklin Villa as
one of the most pressing priorities for the re-
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gion. Once a senior center, the units in Frank-
lin Villa became privately held, most by absent
organizations, national non-profit entities, local
government representatives, and private sec-
tor companies such as Freddie Mac. SHRA
also is working closely with the Department of
Housing and Urban Development on issuers
relating to the revitalization plan, including cur-
rent efforts aimed at concluding a joint agree-
ment on the management of HUD-owned
units. With a full-scale revitalization plan de-
veloped, and with work continuing at the local
and national levels to move the plan forward,
the primary obstacle that remains is the avail-
ability of sufficient funding.

Existing housing programs from the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
such as the HOME Program and the HOPE VI
Program cannot be brought to bear on the
Franklin Villa project because these important
programs only target public housing, not pri-
vately-held housing. Therefore, federal seed
funding for the Franklin Villa project, absent
congressional direction, would not be avail-
able.

Again, | remain grateful for the assistance
given to these projects that are so vital to the
needs of the Sacramento community. | com-
mend the leadership of the committee and the
commitment put forth by the conferees to ad-
dress these important issues.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, the VA/HUD
Conference Report is a good bill for housing.
Unlike the House-passed bill, the conference
report addresses the twin goals of housing
preservation and expanding affordable hous-
ing opportunities for the 5.3 million American
families with worse case housing needs.

The conference report funds 60,000 new
Section 8 vouchers, the second year in a row
that we have provided incremental vouchers.
The bill keeps our promise with last year's
public housing reform bill—providing almost
$700 million more for public housing than the
bill passed by the House. And, it includes
funding increases for critical housing programs
like homeless prevention, elderly and disabled
housing, housing for persons with AIDS, and
fair housing enforcement.

Equally important, the bill provides a com-
prehensive response to the Section 8 “opt-
out” crisis, which threatens us with the loss of
hundreds of thousands of affordable housing
units. By building on HUD'’s mark-up-to-market
initiative, announced earlier this year, we pre-
serve the best portion of our affordable hous-
ing stock and fully protect all tenants who live
in units we are unable to preserve. This is a
carefully crafted approach, which targets
scarce resources to preserve projects in tight
rental markets and protect tenants most at
risk, while giving HUD flexibility to preserve
additional housing.

The conference report is also a good bill for
community development. Funding is provided
for the APIC New Markets initiative, to lever-
age billions of dollars of private capital for
under-served and economically depressed
areas. However, since such funding is condi-
tioned on enactment of authorizing legislation,
| call on the House to hold hearings and act
expeditiously on this legislation.

The conference report also increases fund-
ing for CDBG, provides $70 million for Enter-
prise Zones and Empowerment Communities,
and restores cuts made in the House bill in
the brownfields redevelopment program.

Finally, | would like to express my apprecia-
tion to conferees for including a number of
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provisions from H.R. 1624, the “Elderly Hous-
ing Quality Improvement Act,” which | intro-
duced earlier this year, along with Reps.
VENTO, KANJORSKI, and a number of other
members. Following is an explanation of the
provisions from H.R. 1624 which are being in-
cluded in the conference report.

A major focus of H.R. 1624 is the capital re-
pair and maintenance of our federally assisted
elderly housing stock. As units built in the
1970s and 1980s have aged, project spon-
sors, many of them non-profits, too often lack
the resources for adequate repair and mainte-
nance. There are four provisions in the con-
ference report that are taken from H.R. 1624
that give elderly affordable housing sponsors
more resources and flexibility in this area.

Section 532(b) of the conference report
[Section 3(d) of H.R. 1624] helps non-feder-
ally-insured Section 236 projects by letting
them keep their “excess income,” as insured
projects are currently allowed to do. Excess
income is rent that uninsured projects can col-
lect, but must currently give back to the fed-
eral government. This change will help non-
profits who lack access to capital, and will
help preserve Section 8 housing owned by for-
profits.

Section 522 of the conference report [Sec-
tion 2 of HR 1624] authorizes a new capital
grant program for capital repair of federally as-
sisted elderly housing units. Funds are to be
awarded on a competitive basis, based on the
need for repairs, the financial need of the ap-
plicant, and the negative impact on tenants of
any failure to make such repairs.

Section 533 of the conference report [Sec-
tion 3(b) of H.R. 1624] amends an existing
grant program, created by the 1997 mark-to-
market legislation, which authorizes HUD to
make multi-year grants to federally insured af-
fordable housing projects from funds recap-
tured when existing Section 236 projects pre-
pay their loans and surrender their Interest
Reduction Payment (IRP) subsidies. Section
533 of the conference report accelerates the
availability of these multi-year grants to an up-
front capital grant, so that sponsors may use
the funds for much-needed capital repairs.
This accelerated availability of funds is
achieved at no cost to the government.

Finally, while not included in the conference
report, Section 3(a) of H.R. 1624 was incor-
porated into the managers report language for
the conference report. The intent of Section
3(a) of H.R. 1624 is to facilitate the refinancing
of high interest rate Section 202 elderly hous-
ing projects. The managers report language
tracks this provision by directing HUD to guar-
antee that a Section 202 sponsor may keep at
least 50% of annual debt service savings from
a refinancing—as long as such savings are
used for the benefit of the tenants or for the
benefit of the project.

A second major focus of the bill is to make
assisted living facilities more available and af-
fordable to lower income elderly. Assisted liv-
ing facilities provide meals, health care, and
other services to frail senior citizens who need
assistance with activities of daily living. Unfor-
tunately, poorer seniors who can't afford as-
sisted living facilities are often forced to move
into nursing homes, with a lower quality of life,
at a higher cost to the federal government.

To address this affordability problem, Sec-
tion 522 [Section 2 of H.R. 1624] of the con-
ference report also authorizes funds under the
newly created capital grant program to be
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used for the conversion of existing federally
assisted elderly housing to assisted living fa-
cilities. | would note that the VA/HUD bill funds
$50 million in fiscal year 2000 under this au-
thorization for the conversion of Section 202
properties to assisted living facilities.

Section 523 of the conference report [Sec-
tion 5 of H.R. 1624] authorizes the use of Sec-
tion 8 vouchers to pay the rental component of
any assisted living facility. This would make
200,000 senior citizens currently receiving
vouchers eligible to use such vouchers in as-
sisted living facilities. This flexibility, designed
to enhance the continuum of care, is accom-
plished at no cost to the federal government.

A third major area of focus of H.R. 1624 is
the promotion of the use of service coordina-
tors, which help elderly and disabled tenants
grain access to local community services,
thereby preserving their independence. Sec-
tion 4(a) of H.R. 1624 doubled funding for
grants for service coordinators in federally as-
sisted housing—by authorizing $50 million in
fiscal year 2000 for new and renewal grants.

The conference report adopts this rec-
ommendation—by using this $50 million fund-
ing level.

Cumulatively, the provisions in H.R. 1624
which are being enacted into law through Title
V of the conference report help seniors age in
place, preserve their independence and self-
sufficiency, and provide affordable alternatives
to nursing home care.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises today in support of the conference report
on H.R. 2684, the Veterans (VA), Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and Independent
Agencies appropriations bill for fiscal year
2000. First, this Member would like to thank
the distinguished Chairman of the VA, HUD,
and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Subcommittee (Mr. WALSH), the distinguished
Ranking Minority Member (Mr. MOLLOHAN) and
all members of the conference committee for
the important but difficult work they did under
the current tight budget constraints.

The conference committee undoubtedly
struggled to complete the tough task of allo-
cating limited resources among many deserv-
ing programs. As a Member of the House
Banking Committee, the committee with juris-
diction over Federal housing programs, this
Member is very interested in how funds are
appropriated in this area. Although there are
numerous deserving programs included in this
funding bill, this Member would like to empha-
size four points.

First, this Member especially appreciates
the $550,000 Community Development Block
Grant appropriation for the development in
Lincoln, Nebraska, of the North 27th Street
Community Center by Cedars Youth Services,
Inc., a leading social service provider in the
City of Lincoln. These funds will be used to
construct a community center on the corner of
27th and Holdrege Streets to serve as the
focal point for a variety of services and sup-
port to strengthen and revitalize the sur-
rounding neighborhood. Social services, such
as Head Start preschool classes, as well as
neighborhood-strengthening activities, such as
preventive health care and recreational oppor-
tunities, will be provided at the North 27th
Street Community Center.

The site of this new community center in the
Clinton School neighborhood contains the
highest percentage of families living in poverty
in Lincoln, has greater incidences of crime
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than most neighborhoods, and its local ele-
mentary school is experiencing an alarming
dropout rate. The neighborhood has over
1,500 children living there, but no licensed
child care center, no public library, no swim-
ming pools, and no health care facilities. As a
result of these deficiencies, the North 27th
Street Community Center's primary focus
would be children.

Second, this Member is very pleased that
H.R. 2684 contains the largest appropriation
ever, $19,386,700,000, to fund veterans health
programs. Veterans fought to protect our free-
dom and way of life. As they served our nation
in a time of need, the Federal Government
must remember them in their time of need.
The people of the U.S. owe our veterans a
great deal and should keep the promises
made to them.

Third, this Member, in particular, would like
to comment favorably upon the treatment of
some housing programs. Section 8, Section
184, Section 202, and Section 811 programs
probably were funded as adequately we can
under the budgetary restraints. In particular,
this Member commends the $6 million appro-
priation for the Section 184 program, the
American Indian Housing Loan Guarantee
Program, which he authored. This seems to
be a program with excellent potential which,
this Member notes without appropriate mod-
esty in recognizing the support received from
many colleagues, is for the first time providing
private mortgage fund resources for Indians
on reservations through a Federal Govern-
ment guarantee program for those Indian fami-
lies who have in the past been otherwise un-
able to secure conventional financing due to
the trust status of Indian reservation land.

Fourth, this Member is pleased that the con-
ference report restores funding for Americorps
at the FY99 level.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, this Member urges
his colleagues to support the conference re-
port on H.R. 2684.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, H.R.
2684, the Department of Veterans Affairs,
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 2000 is the most critical funding bill
for American science.

All scientific endeavors we marvel at today
started with intensive basic research. Today’s
basic research is the seedcorn for our future
economic endeavors and basic research has
provided the scientific foundation for all the
significant discoveries we have made in medi-
cine, telecommunications and manufacturing.
This conference report recommends a level of
$3.912 billion for NSF and will provide a $240
million boost to NSF activities over the FY
1999 enacted level. Included in this amount is
$2.996 billion for the Research and Related
Activities account. This is nearly $200 million
or 7% over the FY99 level and will support
crucial research activities at NSF.

Key among these activities is the support for
basic research in Information Technology (IT).
The conferees have increased funding for IT
by over $126 million from last year's level,
more than was apportioned in either the
House or Senate FY 2000 bills. Included in
this amount is $36 million for Terascale com-
puting. These large increases are in keeping
with the legislative intent set out in H.R. 2086,
the Networking and Information Technology
Research and Development Act (NITRD) of
1999.
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H.R. 2086 charts a new course for IT re-
search at the federal level. The Committee on
Science passed the bill by a vote of 41-0. |
expect the bill will be taken up by the full
House prior to our recess. The bill has been
endorsed by the co-chairs of the President’s
Information Technology Advisory Commission
(PITAC) as well as numerous other university
and industry groups that recognize the need
for long-term support of IT research. | thank
the conferees for appropriating sufficient funds
for NITRD and making the programs author-
ized in H.R. 2086 a reality. This investment in
IT research will pay large dividends for future
generations of Americans.

NSF is not the only agency that falls under
the purview of IT research in this funding bill.
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (NASA) and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) are both funded at levels con-
sistent with H.R. 2086. Both of these agencies
have important roles to play in furthering basic
IT research.

Also included in this bill is a provision to re-
name the United States-Mexico Foundation for
Science in commemoration of the Science
Committee’s former Chairman and Ranking
Member, George E. Brown. George was dedi-
cated to improving scientific collaboration be-
tween the United States and Mexico. The
George E. Brown/United States-Mexico Foun-
dation for science is a fitting tribute to a man
known by his colleagues as “Mr. Science.”

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
is funded at an overall level of $7.592 billion.
Within this amount, $645 million is devoted to
EPA science and technology programs. This is
adequate funding for EPA’s science and tech-
nology needs.

Under this conference agreement, NASA is
funded at $13.653 billion. This amount is $75
million above the President’s request and $12
million below the FY1999 enacted level. Within
this amount, the International Space Station is
funded at $2.33 billion, $30 million more than
FY 1999 and $152 million below the Presi-
dent’s request. In the past, the cost growth as-
sociated with the Space Station program has
resulted in cuts to critical science programs at
NASA. The $2.33 billion level should enable
NASA to meet station obligations without rob-
bing from critical science programs.

Likewise, a recent NASA Inspector Gen-
eral’s report raises serious questions over
whether the Triana spacecraft represents the
best use of NASA’s limited research dollars.
This bill requires a study by the National
Academy of Sciences regarding the scientific
merit of the Triana project before work can
proceed. | can only hope that the Academy
will look at the relative merit of funding Triana
as it compares with other NASA programs
such as Space Science. Unfortunately, it ap-
pears that the review will not focus on how the
mission was originally selected, thus, leaving
the NASA IG’s questions unanswered. Cer-
tainly, the NASA resources committed to
Triana would be better spent on science
projects selected through a peer review proc-
ess. Restoring funding to Space Science,
which has made such strides in performing
NASA missions “faster, cheaper, and better”
would be a better use of limited resources.

Unfortunately, despite the strong commit-
ment to science incorporated within this bill,
NASA'’s decision to end-run the joint efforts by
House and Senate authorizers by insisting on
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the inclusion of a damaging legislative rider re-
quires my opposition to this bill. NASA’s legis-
lative rider threatens the future of space com-
mercialization and was slipped into this other-
wise scientifically sound bill without a single
hearing or any public debate. This new com-
mercial development program puts NASA in
the untenable position of weighing business
risks, market potential, and an individual ven-
ture’s probability of success. NASA, as a fed-
eral agency, is not competent to make these
decisions, which are best left to private mar-
kets. The Science Committee has been work-
ing with NASA and the private sector to ad-
dress the area of space commercialization.
Yet NASA decided to skirt public debate and
secure its own preeminence in an area out-
side of its capabilities. This demonstrates a
callousness and arrogance that | cannot sup-
port or condone. As a long-time supporter of
NASA, I'm deeply disappointed the agency
would choose to intentionally circumvent the
Science Committee, its strongest congres-
sional advocate.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, despite the fact that
| support the increased funding levels for
science in this measure, | cannot support this
conference report.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, |
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
ference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 18,
not voting 10, as follows:

yield

[Roll No. 500]
YEAS—406

Abercrombie Brady (PA) DeFazio
Ackerman Brady (TX) DeGette
Aderholt Brown (FL) Delahunt
Allen Brown (OH) DelLauro
Archer Bryant DelLay
Armey Burr DeMint
Bachus Burton Deutsch
Baird Buyer Diaz-Balart
Baker Callahan Dickey
Baldacci Calvert Dicks
Baldwin Camp Dingell
Ballenger Campbell Dixon
Barcia Canady Doggett
Barr Cannon Dooley
Barrett (NE) Capps Doolittle
Barrett (WI) Capuano Doyle
Bartlett Cardin Dreier
Barton Castle Duncan
Bass Chambliss Dunn
Bateman Clay Edwards
Becerra Clayton Ehlers
Bentsen Clement Ehrlich
Bereuter Clyburn Emerson
Berkley Coble Engel
Berman Collins English
Berry Combest Eshoo
Biggert Condit Etheridge
Bilbray Cook Everett
Bilirakis Cooksey Ewing
Bishop Costello Farr
Blagojevich Cox Fattah
Bliley Coyne Fletcher
Blumenauer Cramer Foley
Blunt Crowley Forbes
Boehlert Cubin Ford
Boehner Cummings Fossella
Bonilla Cunningham Fowler
Bonior Danner Frank (MA)
Bono Davis (FL) Franks (NJ)
Borski Davis (IL) Frelinghuysen
Boucher Davis (VA) Frost
Boyd Deal Gallegly

Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)

Boswell
Chabot
Chenoweth-Hage

Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclintosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema

NAYS—18

Coburn
Crane
Evans
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Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (FL)

Filner
Hefley
Hoekstra
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Holt Paul Schaffer
Hostettler Salmon Sensenbrenner
Mclnnis Sanford Shadegg
NOT VOTING—10

Andrews Jefferson Scarborough
Carson John Young (AK)
Conyers Johnson (CT)
Green (TX) Kingston
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Mr. MCINTOSH changed his vote

from ““nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 500, | was on the floor, in-
serted my voting card, but for some unex-
plained reason my vote was not recorded. |
meant to have voted “yea.”

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ACT OF
1999

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 329 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 329

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2679) to amend
title 49, United States Code, to establish the
National Motor Carrier Administration in
the Department of Transportation, to im-
prove the safety of commercial motor vehi-
cle operators and carriers, to strengthen
commercial driver’s licenses, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
the bill and against its consideration are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The amendment printed in part
A of the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution shall be con-
sidered as adopted in the House and in the
Committee of the Whole. The bill, as amend-
ed, shall be considered by title rather than
by section. Each title shall be considered as
read. Before consideration of any other
amendment it shall be in order to consider
the amendment printed in part B of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules, if offered by
a Member designated in the report. That
amendment shall be considered as read, may
amend portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole.
Points of order against that amendment for
failure to comply with clause 7 of rule XVI
are waived. During consideration of the bill
for further amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
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so printed shall be considered as read. The
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill, as amended, to the House with such
further amendments as may have been
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended,
and any further amendment thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During the consider-
ation of this resolution, all time is
yielded for the purposes of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
today is an open rule providing for 1
hour of general debate divided equally
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

The rule waives all points of order
against the bill and against its consid-
eration. The rule provides that the
amendment printed in part A of the
Committee on Rules accompanying the
resolution shall be considered as adopt-
ed and that the bill as amended shall
be opened to amendment by title.

The rule also provides for the consid-
eration, before any other amendment,
of the manager’s amendment printed in
part B of the Committee on Rules re-
port, which shall be considered as read;
may amend portions of the bill not yet
read for amendment and shall not be
subject to a division of the question.

Clause 7 of rule XVI prohibiting non-
germane amendments is waived against
the amendment printed in part B of the
Committee on Rules report. The rule
allows the chairman of the Committee
of the Whole to postpone votes during
consideration of the bill and to reduce
voting to 5 minutes on a postponed
question if the vote follows a 15-minute
vote.

Members who have pre-printed their
amendments in the RECORD prior to
their consideration will be given pri-
ority in consideration to offer their
amendments if otherwise consistent
with House rules.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, the underlying legisla-
tion, the Motor Carrier Safety Act of
1999, is very important legislation.
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Many of my constituents have con-
tacted me with their concerns related
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to safety on our highways. The House
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure responded to, not only my
request, but also other concerns that
Members had in this body by holding a
series of hearings on this issue earlier
this year.

Consensus emerged from those hear-
ings that highway safety was not re-
ceiving the level of attention it should
as part of the Federal Highway Admin-
istration.

Today, the House makes a significant
step toward safer highways by doubling
grants to the States for roadside in-
spections and imposing tougher fines
for repeat violators of Federal truck
safety regulations.

The bill also establishes minimum
fines for all violations and requires
drivers who have their licenses revoked
to serve their full suspensions.

The bill upgrades the Federal High-
way Administration’s office of Motor
Carrier to a separate administration
within the Transportation Department.

The bill also increases truck inspec-
tions at the border to ensure that
Mexican trucks entering the United
States comply with all U.S. and safety
truck regulations.

Truck-related highway accidents im-
pose a huge cost on our society. These
costs can be reduced without burdening
truckers and the people who depend on
them, and that is exactly what this
legislation does.

Mr. Speaker, the Motor Carrier Safe-
ty Act passed the 75-member Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure with only 2 nays. Last night,
the rule for this legislation passed by
unanimous vote in the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
continue this bipartisan manner under
which this legislation was crafted, and
to support the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SEssIONSs) for yielding me the cus-
tomary time, and | yield myself such
time as | may consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this
is an open rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 2679, the Motor Car-
rier Safety Act of 1999.

The rule provides the opportunity for
the House to consider the underlying
bill which would establish the National
Motor Carrier Administration within
the Department of Transportation.

Mr. Speaker, the interstates, high-
ways and even rural blacktop roads of
this Nation are shared by drivers re-
sponsible for everything from 18-wheel-
ers to an old four-door sedan. The goal
of this new agency would be to bring
even more new scientific focus and en-
ergy to our efforts at making sure
those vehicles and their drivers are op-
erating as safely as possible.

The Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1999
is the product of considerable discus-
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sion and input from highway safety ad-
vocates, organized labor, people in the
truck and bus industries, and the gov-
ernment agencies responsible for over-
sight.

As stated in the report, the principal
goal of the bill is to reduce the number
and severity of large truck-involved
fatal crashes.

Tragically, the number of fatalities
involving large truck travel has been
growing since early in this decade, and
that rise in fatalities is projected to
continue unless action is taken.

After considering a variety of op-
tions, the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure determined
that creating this separate agency,
with safety as its top priority, would
be the most effective approach.

Mr. Speaker, a number of high-pro-
file accidents in Illinois, New Jersey,
and Louisiana have raised troubling
questions about loopholes in the sys-
tem which licenses commercial drivers.
These crashes have included multiple
fatalities and injuries and are a call to
action for this Congress and this Na-
tion to set tougher standards and to
close those loopholes. This bill is a re-
sponse to that call.

Mr. Speaker, the rule does allow for
several thoughtful amendments to be
considered; and, therefore, | urge favor-
able consideration of this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), one of the
most respected Members of this body,
one of the most influential, who is the
chairman of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SEs-
sSions) for yielding me this time. | rise
in strong support of this rule and this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, moments ago, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and | intro-
duced legislation, H.R. 3072, requiring
Great Britain to open up its skies and
its airports to U.S. planes; and, indeed,
if they fail to do so, requiring our gov-
ernment to renunciate the Bermuda 11
agreements.

In the past several years, both the
Bush and the Clinton administrations
have been very successful in negoti-
ating open skies agreements so we can
compete around the world with our
aviation. Indeed, we have such agree-
ments with 38 countries.

But Great Britain, which is supposed
to be our closest ally, has refused to
level the playing field so that U.S. car-
riers could compete in the London-to-
U.S. market. It is time that we, not
simply talk about it, but do something
about it.

On October 18, Secretary Slater’s
people will be going to Great Britain to
continue negotiations on several avia-
tion matters. Indeed, | have met with
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the Secretary. They understand we are
deadly serious about this issue, and we
look forward to Brits finally opening
up the aviation market to U.S. car-
riers. If they do not do so, we will cer-
tainly be prepared to move forward to
renunciate Bermuda Il and thereby
block all British airlines from flying
into the United States.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the
ranking member of the full committee.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, my chairman, for yielding and
compliment him on the decisiveness
with which he has moved on this issue,
particularly on the eve of renewed
U.S.-UK bilateral aviation talks.

We are deadly serious. This is serious
business to introduce legislation of this
nature to terminate an important avia-
tion bilateral. But it is the only mes-
sage | am convinced, as the chairman
has just said, that our British nego-
tiators will understand.

The significance of this market is
that U.S.-UK service is about a $10 bil-
lion market. It is half of the $20 billion
U.S.-Europe market. Our carriers have
less than 37 percent of that market
share, compared to other markets
around the world where we have open
skies bilaterals where our carriers have
penetrated up to 60 percent of market
share.

Those numbers simply underscore
the seriousness of purpose with which
the chairman and | are engaged in the
message that we deliver to our Sec-
retary of Transportation and to the
British Minister of Transportation.
That market has to be open; and if it
does not, these are the tools the chair-
man has outlined we will invoke to en-
sure that serious steps will be taken in
the future.

I compliment the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Chairman SHUSTER) on
his courage in moving forward.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Minnesota, and |
emphasize we expect the Brits to show
us a virtual immediate good-faith re-
sponse at least on one route; and if
that happens, then we can take the
time necessary to work out the broader
agreements.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |1 am
happy to yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | urge
support of the rule. | yield back the
balance of my time, and | move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SEs-
SIONS). Pursuant to House Resolution
329 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
2679.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2679) to
amend title 49, United States Code, to
establish the National Motor Carrier
Administration in the Department of
Transportation, to improve the safety
of commercial motor vehicle operators
and carriers, to strengthen commercial
driver’s licenses, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. FOLEY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, today we are consid-
ering H.R. 2679, the Motor Carrier Safe-
ty Act of 1999. This is truly a com-
prehensive bill that reforms Federal
motor carrier safety efforts.

Trucking is the biggest sector of the
transportation industry in this coun-
try, moving over 85 percent of all
freight in the U.S., and it continues to
grow. We owe it to the driving public
to ensure that the trucks with which
they share the road are safe.

To ensure this safety, this bill cre-
ates a separate agency, the National
Motor Carrier Administration, within
the Department of Transportation. The
agency will be dedicated to the truck
and bus safety.

In the past, motor carrier safety
oversight was housed within the Fed-
eral Highway Administration, where it
had to compete with large Federal in-
frastructure programs for attention.
The complexity and the growth of the
trucking industry justifies the creation
of an agency with a clear preeminent
safety mission, focused on truck and
bus safety. Trucking safety will now
have the same organizational status
within the Department as aviation
safety, automobile safety, and mari-
time safety.

I want to emphasize, | spoke with
Secretary Slater this morning. He tells
me that the Administration is sup-
portive of this legislation.

This bill is not just about moving
around boxes on an organization chart,
however. It is a new agency which will
have the powers and the resources
needed to do its job and to do it well.

The bill increases funding for Federal
and State enforcement efforts, ena-
bling States to put more inspectors on
the roads and at the international bor-
der areas.

Finally, the bill makes important re-
forms to the commercial driver’s li-
cense program and a number of other
Federal motor carrier laws by closing
loopholes and imposing tough penalties
for repeat violators.
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These measures will get truck safety
enforcement efforts on track and allow
us to recapture the momentum we had
in the 1980s and early 1990s when truck-
related fatalities dramatically de-
clined. Indeed, | should emphasize that
there was a significant decline in
truck-related fatalities. But that has
leveled out. We have not had an in-
crease in truck fatalities; however, the
decline which we were so happy to note
in the past year seems to have leveled
out.

We do not have a crisis in truck safe-
ty, but we do have a need to make sure
that the gains which we previously re-
alized in safety continue as we move
into the next century. This bill is a pro
safety bill that will improve highway
safety for all Americans.

Mr. Chairman, | urge passage of the
bill.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this is important leg-
islation. It is also very good, far-reach-
ing, substantive safety legislation. |
want to express my great appreciation
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Chairman SHUSTER) for a splendid job
of bipartisan crafting of this legisla-
tion for the inclusiveness that he has
extended in crafting this bill and for
his commitment to safety.

I want to express my appreciation
also to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Chairman PEeTRI), the chair of the Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation,
and the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. RAHALL), the ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Ground Trans-
portation, for consistent, concerted ef-
forts to develop a strong motor carrier
safety bill that we can all support.
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This legislation will give the Federal
Government the direction, the incen-
tives, and the resources it needs to im-
prove safety in the trucking sector of
our Nation’s highways.

Every year crashs involving large
trucks Kkill more than 5,300 people and
injure in the range of 130,000 others. On
any day, there are 14 deaths and 350 in-
juries. That is unacceptable.

Unless the Federal safety program is
significantly improved, there will be
more deaths and more injuries as the
number of miles traveled by large
trucks increases.

The Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Transportation, the General
Accounting Office, and indeed our
former colleague Norm Mineta, a
former chairman of the committee who
was assigned the task to review this
issue by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, Rodney Slater, and our own
Subcommittee on Ground Transpor-
tation and the full committee all have
concluded that the Federal Govern-
ment program to ensure motor carrier
safety has major deficiencies.

The studies found that DOT has not
been conducting enough inspections of



October 14, 1999

commercial vehicles and of commercial
drivers and that the penalties imposed
for violations are too low to deter fu-
ture violations. The studies also found
that DOT rarely completes needed safe-
ty regulation on time.

More than 20 motor carrier safety
rulemakings have been in process for
between 3 and 9 years. That is just sim-
ply unacceptable. These rulemakings
involve very important decisions, such
as our service limits, permits for car-
rying hazardous materials, training
standards for entry level drivers. They
should not be languishing for years.

Databases at DOT are incomplete,
unreliable. The Department lacks ade-
quate personnel and adequate facilities
at our borders to stop the influx of un-
safe trucks. Perceived conflicts of in-
terest have undermined the credibility
of DOT’s research program.

Since those troubling reports and
analyses have been issued, the Sec-
retary, to his great credit, has taken
important steps to improve the effec-
tiveness of the motor carrier safety
program. Secretary Slater did not
stand idly by wringing his hands deny-
ing the problems but, in fact, acknowl-
edged that there were deficiencies and
set about correcting them. But the
Secretary does not have sufficient au-
thority to go as far as is needed. This
legislation gives him that authority,
gives him the resources.

There are four principles, | believe,
that underlie any motor carrier safety
program. Safety should be the primary
mission. Second, sound and credible re-
search must be the foundation for good
policy. Third, vigorous oversight and
enforcement must be an essential part
of the program. And fourth, there have
to be adequate financial and personnel
resources.

This bill addresses each one of those
four principles. It creates a new admin-
istration, the National Motor Carrier
Administration, within DOT. The new
administration will have the direction,
the incentives, the financial and the
personnel resources needed to improve
motor carrier safety. There will also be
a regulatory ombudsman in this new
administration with the authority to
speed up rulemaking by assigning the
additional necessary staff and the au-
thority to resolve disagreements with-
in the agency.

What pleases me most is that the bill
follows the model in the spirit of the
legislation, the model of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, which established
the FAA for the purpose of improving
aviation safety. This bill directs the
National Motor Carrier Administration
to consider the assignment and mainte-
nance of safety as the highest priority.

The clear intent, the clear encour-
agement, the obvious dedication of the
Congress in this legislation is to the
furtherance of the highest degree of
safety in motor carrier transportation.
With that statement, we put the whole
body and thrust of this new entity on
the path of safety.

The four top officials of the adminis-
tration, the administrator, deputy ad-
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ministrator, chief safety officer, regu-
latory ombudsman, are each required
under this bill to sign a performance
agreement with specific measurable
goals to carry out this safety strategy,
including increasing the number of in-
spections and compliance reviews,
eliminate the backlog in rulemaking,
eliminate the backlog in enforcement
cases, improve quality and effective-
ness of databases, and improve inspec-
tion at our borders.

If those goals are met, these officials
will be eligible for performance divi-
dends of up to $15,000 each. In addition,
agency employees as a group will be el-
igible for a bonus if the new entity
makes sufficient progress toward ac-
complishing these goals.

The administration will have the re-
sources it needs to do a better job be-
cause the bill will provide a substantial
increase in guaranteed and authorized
funding for motor carrier safety pro-
grams. The resources of the new ad-
ministration will be 70 percent higher
than current staffing standards at the
Office of Motor Carriers in its current
structure. That means $38 million a
year more. Additional funding will help
this new Motor Carrier Administration
hire more inspectors and more attor-
neys to complete the rulemakings that
are necessary.

Motor carrier safety grants to
States, which are an important ele-
ment and in fact the backbone of en-
forcement, motor carrier safety grants
will be increased 68 percent. That is $65
million more in each of the fiscal years
authorized under the bill. And there
will be an additional $75 million a year
for motor carrier safety grants above
that guaranteed levels.

There are a number of program
changes to improve safety by keeping
dangerous drivers off the roads and en-
hancing oversight.

We, in this legislation, improve the
consistency of commercial driver’s li-
censes by closing loopholes and record-
keeping and putting in place tougher
penalties for crashes that cause fatali-
ties, and we authorize DOT to decertify
the Commercial Driver’s License pro-
gram of States that do not comply
with these national requirements.

Finally, trucks entering the United
States will face much more intensive
oversight when DOT implements the
new staffing standards for inspectors at
our borders. There will be penalties
high enough to make it clear to viola-
tors that they have got to be in compli-
ance.

Maximum fines will be assessed for
repeat offenders as well as for patterns
of violations of our safety laws and reg-
ulations.

All in all, taken together in a com-
prehensive basis, this is a new era for
motor carrier safety on America’s
highways.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us, the
Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1999, is a
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comprehensive bill designed to improve
truck and bus safety by strengthening
Federal and State safety programs.

The bill creates a new National
Motor Carrier Administration within
the U.S. Department of Transportation
to administer Federal motor carrier
safety programs. It increases funding
from the Highway Trust Fund for Fed-
eral and State safety efforts, and it
tightens the commercial driver’s li-
cense program.

For example, the bill gives the Sec-
retary emergency authority to revoke
the license of a truck or bus driver who
is found to constitute an imminent
hazard.

This year the subcommittee held 4
days of hearings on motor carrier safe-
ty issues. We heard from a broad range
of witnesses, including the Department
of Transportation, the Inspector Gen-
eral, the General Accounting Office,
representatives of the truck and bus in-
dustries, organized labor, and highway
safety representatives.

After listening to their testimony,
we concluded that the best course of
action that this committee could take
for the safety of the Nation was to cre-
ate this administration. The bottom
line was that truck safety was just not
getting the level of attention it should
while it was part of the Federal High-
way Administration.

The process of establishing this ad-
ministration has already begun be-
cause of the inclusion in the Transpor-
tation Appropriations Act of a vision
that prohibits the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration from continuing to carry
out motor carrier safety functions. The
Secretary of Transportation has imple-
mented this provision by creating a
freestanding office.

The National Motor Carrier Adminis-
tration is given increased funding for
safety to allow for growth in the num-
ber of safety inspectors and in safety
research. The bill authorizes $420 mil-
lion over the next 3 years from the
Highway Trust Fund for motor carrier
safety grants, and these grants fund
State safety enforcement efforts.

The bill also contains a number of
programmatic reforms, including the
closing of loopholes in the Commercial
Driver’s License, setting standards for
fines, and improving border safety ef-
forts.

The bill has bipartisan support. The
Secretary of Transportation wrote to
us on Tuesday in support of the legisla-
tion. It is an important bill that truly
will improve highway safety, and |
urge its immediate passage.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL), ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished ranking member for
yielding me the time. | want to com-
mend him, as well as the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Chairman SHu-
STER) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI), the subcommittee
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chairman, for bringing the Motor Car-
rier Safety Act of 1999 to the floor
today.

The fundamental problem that this
legislation seeks to address is this: in
recent years, the Office of Motor Car-
riers began to move away from a pre-
scriptive regulatory regime to a per-
formance-based program. This in and of
itself is not bad.

However, in doing so, the Office of
Motor Carriers sought to leap-frog
rather than evolve; and a void was cre-
ated, a void in fundamental inspection
and enforcement activities and a void
in leadership. This has caused a trick-
le-down effect on State programs and
left us with inadequate compliance re-
views, inspection levels, and a legacy
of unpromulgated regulations.

In response, the pending legislation
does three things. First, it seeks to re-
habilitate the Office of Motor Carriers
by establishing it as a separate entity
within the Department of Transpor-
tation. In doing so, we are hoping to
provide its programs with the emphasis
and the priority that they deserve
within the Department’s pecking order.

Motor carrier safety, Mr. Chairman,
should not be second to aviation safe-
ty. Motor carrier safety should not be
second to railroad safety. Indeed it
should, at the very least, be on par
with them.

Second, this bill will make improve-
ments to the Commercial Driver’s Li-
cense program, primarily by closing
loopholes relating to the qualification
of drivers.

Third, this bill will provide both
truck and bus safety programs with
greater financial resources, with some
targeting taking place at border cross-
ings.

?think we are at a crossroads here.
We can quibble and we can quarrel
about where motor carrier safety juris-
diction should rest, or we can seize the
brass ring and pull these safety pro-
grams out of the quagmire they are
currently wallowing in and by doing so
do some real good for the American
people and their safety.

Again, Mr. Chairman, | wish to com-
mend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER); the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI), the
subcommittee chairman; and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
ranking Democrat, for their truly dili-
gent and dedicated work on this legis-
lation.

I wish to conclude by commending
our Secretary of Transportation, Rod-
ney Slater, as well, for not only sup-
porting the pending legislation on be-
half of the administration but for the
efforts that he has made, especially
since the enactment last week of the
transportation appropriations bill and
the truly dedicated efforts he and his
staff have made to ensuring that the
traveling public remain in a safe man-
ner.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI), the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Aviation.

(Mr. LIPINSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the ranking member of the
full committee for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong
support of H.R. 2679. But specifically, |
rise to say thank you to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Chairman SHuU-
STER), the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Chairman PETRI), and the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) for incorporating into the man-
ager’s amendment an amendment that
| crafted along with my friend and col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. QUINN), regarding foreign trucks.
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According to a letter from the De-
partment of Transportation’s Inspector
General to the Senate transportation
appropriations chairman, unsafe Mexi-
can trucks have been found illegally in
28 States in violation of NAFTA.

Mr. Chairman, the full text of the
letter is as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC, June 14, 1999

Hon. RICHARD C. SHELBY,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation,
Committee on Appropriations, Washington,
DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHELBY: At the February
9, 1999 hearing before your committee on the
Top Ten Management Issues within the De-
partment of Transportation, you asked if
Mexican trucks drive beyond the commercial
zone boundaries of the four border states.
The answer is ‘“‘yes”’, even though Mexican
trucks are not authorized to go beyond the
commercial zones.

All interstate motor carriers operating in
the United States, including Mexican motor
carriers operating in the commercial zones,
are required to obtain a Department of
Transportation (DOT) identification number
and to display this unique identifying num-
ber on their commercial trucks. We used the
identification number to get the information
needed to answer your question.

Under the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance
Program, state safety inspectors perform
roadside inspections of commercial trucks
and drivers throughout the United States to
ensure compliance with U.S. safety regula-
tions. Therefore, Mexican trucks operating
inside or outside the commercial zones are
subject to roadside inspections.

The Office of the Inspector General ex-
tracted the DOT identification numbers for
motor carriers identified as domiciled in
Mexico from the Office of Motor Carriers
Management Information System. We com-
pared these unique numbers to the FY 1998
roadside inspections of commercial vehicles
also contained in the Office of Motor Car-
riers Management Information System. The
results of our comparison indicate that:

Roadside inspections were performed be-
yond the boundaries of the commercial zone
on 68 motor carriers identified as domiciled
in Mexico, and were performed more than
once for 11 of the 68 carriers.

Roadside inspections were performed on
the 68 motor carriers at least 100 times in 24
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states on the U.S.-Mexico border, which in-
clude the States of New York, Florida, Wash-
ington, Montana, North Dakota, Colorado,
lowa, South Dakota, and Wyoming.

Roadside inspections were also performed
on the 68 motor carriers outside the commer-
cial zones but within the four border states
(Arizona, California, New Mexico and Texas)
more than 500 times.

This demonstrates that Mexican trucks are
operating well beyond the designated com-
mercial zones. Enclosed is a copy of our re-
cent report on the Department’s Motor Car-
rier Safety Program. It identifies the current
problems that impact negatively on motor
carrier safety together with recommenda-
tions to address those issues.

If 1 can answer any questions, or be of fur-
ther assistance, please feel free to contact
me at 366-1959 or my Deputy, Raymond J.
DeCarli at 366-6767.

Sincerely,
KENNETH M. MEAD,
Inspector General.

Mr. Chairman, current law only al-
lows Mexican trucks to travel into a
small NAFTA commercial zone in the
four border States. But as Members can
see from this map, Mexican motor car-
riers have ignored the present law and
have traveled all around the country,
from Oregon to my home State of Illi-
nois, to New York. Why do they ignore
the law? Because there is no strong en-
forcement mechanism with which to
punish violators of NAFTA. The cur-
rent fine is only $500. Clearly, we need
to strengthen these fines, and that is
exactly what the gentleman from New
York and | worked with the commit-
tee’s leadership to have included in the
manager’s amendment.

The manager’s amendment raises the
fine up to $10,000 with a possible dis-
qualification for the first offense, and
up to $25,000 and a guaranteed disquali-
fication for a second offense. Surely,
Mr. Chairman, Mexican and foreign
motor carriers will think twice about
violating our laws with such a stiff
penalty. But this begs the question:
Why has the Department of Transpor-
tation not done anything up to this
point? Does this administration not
care about executing international
treaties and the laws of this country?
Why has the $500 fine, which is measly,
not been enforced by the Department
of Transportation? They have not both-
ered to issue one fine for 68 motor car-
riers that have gone beyond the com-
mercial zone. Why? Has this adminis-
tration bowed down to the altar of free
trade so much that they are afraid to
execute their own laws?

Hopefully, these new penalties will
give the DOT the teeth and the motiva-
tion to enforce current law. If they do
not enforce the law, Mr. Chairman, the
American people will suffer the con-
sequences. The DOT Inspector General
found that only 1 percent of the 3.7 mil-
lion Mexican trucks that crossed into
the United States in 1997 were in-
spected. And of that 1 percent, almost
50 percent have been ordered to under-
go immediate service for safety prob-
lems. Clearly, if the DOT does not start
issuing the harsh fines and penalties
that this bill empowers them to do,
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then we will find millions upon mil-
lions of unsafe Mexican trucks on our
highways and byways.

While | am grateful that my concerns
were addressed in the manager’s
amendment, | would be remiss if | did
not say that possible loopholes could
be closed and that these penalties
could be strengthened so that the DOT
would not have any choice but to pe-
nalize violators to the fullest extent.
Hopefully these concerns can be ad-
dressed in the future.

In addition to the foreign penalty
provisions, | am extremely happy that
this bill addresses the lack of truck
and bus safety enforcement on our
American roads. Back on May 17, | and
the gentleman from |Illinois (Mr.
DAvis) led an lllinois delegation letter
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) that empha-
sized the dangers that drivers in my
home State of Illinois face due to the
lack of intense truck inspections. Illi-
nois’ roads are the most traveled truck
routes in the U.S. Yet Illinois ranks at
the bottom when it comes to the per-
centage of intensive truck inspections
performed on its trucks. | have no
doubt that the low level of intense in-
spections led to 166 fatalities in large
truck crashes in 1996 and in 1997 in Illi-
nois. | therefore asked the gentleman
from Pennsylvania and the gentleman
from Minnesota to increase the funding
for the grant programs to the States so
that the level of intense inspections
can increase in Illinois and other
States. | am pleased that these wise
men heeded my advice and increased
the motor carrier safety assistance
program by $250 million over the
course of the next 4 years.

Mr. Chairman, | am grateful that the
leadership on the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure has given
State inspectors the tools to make our
roads safer. | am also extremely grate-
ful that the committee worked with
the gentleman from New York and | on
such short notice in order to give the
DOT the same tools to protect our
roads from unsafe foreign trucks. As
the world grows into a smaller place, it
is clear that we must address and pun-
ish domestic as well as foreign viola-
tors of our laws.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I am pleased to support this legisla-
tion. | appreciate what the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) mentioned
in some detail on the floor, and | shall
not repeat the pattern of illegal oper-
ations that we are seeing across the
country.

What is important here is that we
have legislation that for the first time
is going to provide some real teeth,
being able to take people who have a
pattern of illegal operation in this
country, in many cases they are unsafe
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and environmentally not sound, being
able to take these operations out of
service. There is an opportunity now to
strengthen the provisions so that we
make sure that the civil penalties that
sometimes people are simply ignoring
can in fact be enforced, and a pattern
of offenses can result in a significant
fine of $25,000 and that they will be dis-
qualified.

I do not think that this is an issue
necessarily that deals with free trade
or not. | think this is one area where
people on both sides of NAFTA, for in-
stance, can come together. This is sim-
ple, common-sense enforcement of our
motor carrier laws, standing up for
what is important for our motorists,
for the environment. In fact, | think
that people who had supported NAFTA
have even more reason to stand up, be-
cause if we are not providing this type
of enforcement, it makes a sham out of
the representations that are made that
are in good faith on this floor in bring-
ing this legislation forward.

Last but not least, | like the notion
of disarming people who are not appro-
priately operating vehicles in this
country. | feel that if we take this phi-
losophy further, | think nothing would
solve the problem of repeat drunk driv-
ers more than taking the cars away,
selling them, getting their attention,
the same way that taking these trucks
out of service, taking these vehicles
out of service will get their attention.
It is a simple, common-sense approach
that | think the American public would
support, with broad application, and I
hope that it will prove to be effective
here and will be able to be used in
other areas of making our highways
safer and making sure that people obey
our laws.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of the bill put
forth by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania and the gentleman from Min-
nesota as well as the chairman and
ranking member of the subcommittee
to bring increased truck safety on our
highways and to rein in those commer-
cial motor carriers that are attempting
to operate with a loose regard for safe-
ty. In my district in the Houston,
Texas area, many major highway
routes in and around the city and Har-
ris County have increasingly become
the scene of horrendous accidents in-
volving tractor-trailers and small pas-
senger vehicles.

Just this month, a criminal trial has
concluded involving a truck driver
who, while operating an 18-wheeler
with faulty brakes and also driving
while intoxicated, killed four members
of the Groten family of the city of West
University which is in the 25th Dis-
trict. Lisa Groten managed to escape
the crash but was forced to watch as
her husband was unable to extricate
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himself from the wreckage and died as
well as her three children who were
Killed instantly. | think that it is high-
ly incumbent upon the Congress to
move quickly as the chairman and
ranking member have chosen to do so
in bringing this bill forward and saying
that we are going to crack down on
this type of activity.

Second of all, | want to associate my-
self with the remarks both of the gen-
tleman from Oregon and the gentleman
from Illinois on the problem of illegal
truck activity from Mexico and, for
that matter, Canada as well. | do sup-
port NAFTA, but | think the gen-
tleman from Illinois is correct and,
that is, that the laws and the agree-
ments made in NAFTA must be en-
forced. We have consistently found, the
General Accounting Office has found,
that the inspections at the border have
been wholly insufficient and until such
time as there is adequate inspection at
the border, | do not believe we can ex-
pand access to trucks coming in from
Mexico, ensuring that they are meeting
the safety requirements and the road
requirements that we require American
trucks to meet. | commend the ranking
member and the chairman for that. But
most of all let me say in conclusion
that | think this is a good bill and it
puts safety first. That is what we owe
our constituents.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. GuUT-
KNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and would like to engage him
in a colloquy on the important subject
of railroad mitigation.

As the gentleman well knows in my
district, the Dakota, Minnesota and
Eastern Railroad has proposed a $1.4
billion upgrade of its current line
which will transform the railroad from
a sleepy, couple-of-trains-a-day to a
modern, high-speed, busy railroad.
Needless to say, many of my constitu-
ents are concerned about what this
means to them.

The West probably would not have
been opened without the help of rail-
roads. Many of our first towns were
built to provide water and coal to the
early trains. Some railroads do not
serve the communities they travel
through today. They are only inter-
ested in the cargo traffic moving be-
tween major cities. There are benefits
to large regional and national rail-
roads. Americans enjoy cheaper prod-
ucts, quicker delivery from coast to
coast and much more.

In dealing with the railroads, com-
munities must build safety crossings,
viaducts and more. These things cost a
lot of money. A simple railroad cross-
ing with gates for a two-lane road costs
about $150,000. Minnesota, my State,
receives $4.5 million from the Federal
Government for railroad mitigation.
That is enough for 30 crossings. The
DM&E will have 300 crossings in Min-
nesota alone.
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Because the Federal railroad mitiga-
tion account is underfunded, many
mitigation projects are funded by the
local taxpayers, even though those tax-
payers will receive minimal benefit
from the railroad. This is not right. A
strong economy rides on a good trans-
portation system which must include
modern railroads. However, if our na-
tional policy is such that it promotes
railroads at the expense of our local
folks, then problems will arise.

I hope the gentleman will agree that
the American people would support
helping out communities negatively af-
fected by railroads which does not real-
ly help the community. As a matter of
fact, the Federal Government should
help these communities.

| believe the gentleman’s committee
and the subcommittee chaired by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI)
will be holding hearings on this topic,
and | would appreciate if he could ex-
amine some particular concerns that |
have. And, if possible, 1 would appre-
ciate the opportunity to testify about
the specific problems communities in
my district are facing.

Mr. SHUSTER. If the gentleman will
yield, I want to assure the gentleman
that we will be looking at this impor-
tant safety issue. We will be very
pleased to have him involved in the
process, and if we hold hearings, as |
expect we will, to have him testify.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume for the purpose of addressing,
supplementing the excellent statement
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) has just raised.

The matter of the DM&E Railroad is
a very serious one for the city of Roch-
ester, Minnesota, where the world re-
nowned Mayo Clinic is located. The
DM&E expanded service will mean as
many as 30 trains a day rumbling with-
in a quarter of a mile or less of the
heart of the Mayo Clinic and right next
to one of its main hospitals. That
amount of vibration and attendant
noise is very disconcerting to the med-
ical staff and the administration of the
Mayo Clinic.
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It is a very serious matter. The best
way it can be addressed, | think, is to
completely relocate the railroad at a
cost of several hundreds of millions of
dollars. There are other mitigation ef-
forts, though, that can be taken at less
cost that can and should be taken; and
I am delighted to work with my col-
league who represents the Rochester
area with distinction in this body and
with the mayor of Rochester and the
Mayo Clinic board. We must do all that
we can to assure that this medical in-
stitution with an international reputa-
tion is not demeaned in any way by the
necessary railroad service that must
also go through the community.

I know this is a very thorny issue
that the gentleman has attempted to
address, and it is a statewide matter. It
is not just a local matter.
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
just want to thank my colleague from
Minnesota who does such a good job for
us on the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

This is a major issue, and frankly 1
think Rochester is one example; but it
really is an example that we are going
to be facing around the rest of the
country. We certainly need railroads.
We need to upgraded many of the rail-
roads that are out there, but I think it
has got to be taken into account in
terms of our overall transportation
strategy and what level of support the
Federal Government should provide.

The one thing | think we should all
agree, and that is that local taxpayers
should not be held responsible to pay
enormous costs for a new railroad up-
grade from which they get very little
benefit, and | think there is a big pub-
lic policy question here, the issue of
the Mayo Clinic is certainly a big one
as well, and | want to thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota in joining with
me to work with local communities to
help solve these problems.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, addi-
tionally 1 would point out this instant
case plus an additional one in the dis-
trict of our colleague from near Cleve-
land, Ohio (Mr. KucINICH) where the
CSX merger has increased, and let me
take that word back, has doubled rail
traffic to 110 trains a day through his
little town of Berea, Ohio.

The vibration, the noise, the safety
whistles of the trains going through
have disrupted to an unacceptable level
the lives of the people who for years
have lived peaceably along that track.
The situation is parallel to that of the
gentleman from Minnesota, and the
Surface Transportation Board has to
take into account these adverse con-
sequences on communities in its con-
sideration of requests for service ex-
pansion and mergers of the Nation’s
railroads. This is an instant case of the
failure of the Surface Transportation
Board adequately to consider the ad-
verse impacts on people, business, and
people and other businesses in the com-
munities served by the very important
rail service of our Nation.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, let me just say
that | appreciate the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SHUSTER, for bringing up H.R. 2679
on the floor of the House today. Truck safety
is a topic in which we both have an interest
and it is important that this House continue to
address it.

The current structure of motor carrier en-
forcement is just not working. It has allowed
trucks to operate on the road that are unsafe
and has resulted in over 5300 deaths for sev-
eral years. In short, the status of truck safety
is not good.

This bill, while not perfect is a good first
step towards improving safety in the trucking
industry. For the record, most truck drivers
and trucking companies operate in a safe
manner. They care not only about making the
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delivery on time, but making it safely. But
there are those on the margins who unfortu-
nately operate unsafely. It is those that this bill
focuses on.

| would like to bring to the House’s attention
a letter from safety groups that has rec-
ommendations to improve truck safety and |
believe the Congress and Administration
should address these recommendations as
this bill moves toward enactment.

The letter follows:

URGENT—VOTE TODAY

Public Citizen Advocates for Highway and
Auto Safety.
Trauma Foundation.
Citizens for Reliable and Safe Highways
(CRASH).
Parents Against Tired Truckers.
Consumer Federation of America.
SAFETY GROUPS AND TRUCK CRASH SURVIVORS
URGE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS TO STRENGTHEN
SAFETY PROVISIONS IN H.R. 2679

OCTOBER 14, 1999.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: Today the House is
expected to vote on H.R. 2679, a bill to estab-
lish a National Motor Carrier Administra-
tion in the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation. This legislation is an outgrowth of a
number of reports from the Inspector Gen-
eral of the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation and the General Accounting Office as
well as hearings held by the National Trans-
portation Safety Board and the Congress
documenting the failures of the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety program: failure to
conduct inspections, failure to impose pen-
alties, failure to issue safety standards, fail-
ure to collect and analyze accurate data,
failure to conduct important scientific re-
search, and failure to maintain an appro-
priate arms length relationship with the reg-
ulated industry. Taxpayer dollars have been
squandered and safety has been seriously
compromised.

Every year, more than 5,300 people die in
crashes involving motor carriers and 127,000
are injured. Although big trucks account for
only 3% of registered vehicles, they are in-
volved in 9% of all fatal crashes and 12% of
all highway deaths. Additionally, more than
one out of five (22%) of passenger vehicle oc-
cupant deaths on our highways result from
crashes with large trucks. Not surprisingly,
in crashes involving a truck and passenger
car, 98% of the fatalities are passenger car
occupants. The fatalities are the equivalent
of a major fatal airline crash every two
weeks. It is a national disgrace that our fed-
eral regulatory and enforcement agency has
failed to protect our American families on
the highway.

We commend the House for moving swiftly
in this session to enact motor carrier legisla-
tion. H.R. 2679 makes some important im-
provements in truck safety with provisions
such as detailed attention to strengthening
the Commercial Driver License Program. We
also appreciate the emphasis in H.R. 2679 on
“‘safety as highest priority.” In addition, the
Manager’s amendments of October 13, 1999,
appropriately devote extra attention in a
new provision to the problem of illegal oper-
ations by foreign carriers which can pose a
growing problem to highway safety if not
checked, although we are concerned with the
requirement that the violation be ‘inten-
tional.”

However, H.R. 2679, even with these and
other provisions, can only be regarded at
best as a tentative first step towards com-
prehensive motor carrier safety reform. Not
only does the bill fail to address numerous,
major areas of need to ensure significantly
improved federal regulation and enforce-
ment, but it essentially compromises the
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basic safety mission of a new independent
motor carrier agency by charging it with
oversight of economic laws and regulations,
including responsibilities only recently as-
signed to the new Surface Transportation
Board (STB) by the Interstate Commerce
Commission (ICC) Termination Act of 1995.

This commingling of economic administra-
tive duties with safety stewardship creates
potentially conflicting missions which could
lead to safety policy choices that are inevi-
tably balanced with issues affecting the pro-
ductivity and economic health of the truck-
ing industry. In fact, H.R. 2679 actually in-
creases the likelihood of economic consider-
ations adversely influencing agency safety
policy decisions because it places the admin-
istration of several sections of 49 United
States Code in the new agency which had
formerly been assigned, first, to the old ICC
and, more recently, to the new STB. It is
clear that, if enacted in its present form,
H.R. 2679 would permit the agency to subvert
the goals of safety regulation and enforce-
ment by weighing them in a scale balanced
explicitly with the economic needs of indus-
try.

%e are also concerned that the major prob-
lems identified by the Inspector General, the
Government Accounting Office, and numer-
ous witnesses are not addressed in this legis-
lation, yet this legislation is an unprece-
dented opportunity to change the course of
truck safety. With the addition of the fol-
lowing provisions recommended as well on
many occasions by the safety organizations
and survivors of truck crashes, the legisla-
tion would go a long way towards stemming
this carnage on our highways.

We encourage members of Congress to pro-
pose amendments that address the following
key deficiencies in H.R. 2679 to achieve
strong legislation that will make our high-
ways safer:

There is no direct charge to the new motor
carrier agency explicitly to implement the
findings and recommendations in the com-
prehensive report issued by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation’s Office of the In-
spector General in April 1999 which delin-
eates the multiple failures of the Office of
Motor Carriers and Highway Safety
(OMCHS). The early provisions of the bill,
such as Section 102, which simply consign
important motor carrier safety enhancement
goals to the discretion of the Secretary, can-
not substitute for specific legislated targets
and is essentially hortatory rather than pre-
scriptive for agency compliance.

The bill fails to assign appropriate shared
jurisdiction with the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration (NHTSA) for data
acquisition and evaluation, including viola-
tion records and crash causation analysis,
and for regulating retrofitted safety fea-
tures, safety component maintenance, and
safety equipment performance of in-service
commercial motor vehicles, a responsibility
which could substantially improve on-the-
road motor carrier safety. The NHTSA issues
new truck safety standards and should be re-
sponsible for concurrent issuance of require-
ments to maintain these standards in trucks
on the road.

There have been significant conflict of in-
terest problems involving research contracts
at the OMC. The agency is ignoring general
regulations that direct government agencies
to avoid conflicts of interest in the awarding
of contracts. As the Teamsters testified,
OMC has awarded numerous contracts to the
regulated industry to develop safety stand-
ards governing that industry. This is unac-
ceptable and the bill should prohibit such
conflicts.

A number of major areas of need regarding
the qualifications of both new commercial
drivers and of entrant motor carriers are not
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addressed. Among these are the pressing
need for commercial driver entry-level and
advanced training and certification as condi-
tions for taking the basic CDL and advanced
endorsement examinations, and for a pro-
ficiency examination requiring dem-
onstrated understanding of the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations by new
drivers and by applicant carriers seeking
interstate operating authority.

Specific reform of data needs such as man-
dating that the States maintain certain vio-
lation records, including traffic and felony
violations, as well as a 10-year calendar gov-
erning Out of Service order violations, is not
contained in H.R. 2679, although it is widely
acknowledged that the Commercial Driver
Licensing Information System is poorly ad-
ministered and has either mistaken, out-
dated, or missing data entries needed to
track commercial drivers for potential li-
cense suspension and driver disqualification.

H.R. 2679 not only fails to mandate specific
minimum penalties that must be imposed by
the Secretary, it weakens its direction to the
Secretary in Section 208 to impose ‘‘civil
penalties at a level calculated to ensure
prompt and sustained compliance” by pro-
viding blanket discretion to the Secretary
not only to lower the amount of such pen-
alties but even to forgive repeated violations
of safety law and regulation without pen-
alty.

Other legislative initiatives, such as the
need to consider extending the CDL require-
ments downward to commercial vehicles less
than 26,000 pounds, closing the gap between
federal motor carrier safety standards and
the often far weaker state standards which
nevertheless pass muster for securing Motor
Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP)
funds, and addressing the growing problem of
high rates of deaths and injuries inflicted by
intrastate-only motor carriers, are simply
absent in H.R. 2679.

These deficiencies are far from a com-
prehensive listing of the missing provisions
and failed approach of H.R. 2679 in dealing
with a large and growing problem of weak
federal safety oversight, widespread scofflaw
conduct by drivers and carriers, systematic
falsification of commercial driver paper
logbooks, the need to strengthen federal en-
forcement mechanisms and insulate a new
motor carrier agency from industry influ-
ence. Also, as the Administration’s letter
points out, the word ‘“‘safety’ should be in
the name of the new agency, since that is its
mission. If taxpayer dollars are going to be
spent on the creation of a new agency to reg-
ulate and enforce motor carrier safety, it
should be equipped with the authority to ad-
dress all recognized problems and not just a
few of them.

The American public is virtually unani-
mous that large trucks are a source of great
danger on the highway and that action
should be taken to make them safer. In two
very recent polls, when asked whether they
would pay more for goods shipped by trucks
in exchange for truck safety improvements,
78% of the public said ‘‘yes.”” An over-
whelming 93% said that allowing truck driv-
ers to drive longer hours is less safe and 80%
said it is much less safe. A large 81% favors
installation of new technology such as driver
warning systems and black boxes in trucks
to improve enforcement. On that point, the
National Transportation Safety Board has
recommended again and again for over 15
years that black boxes be installed in trucks
yet the Office of Motor Carriers has never
initiated such a requirement.

The proposals listed above are reasonable
and modest. If 5,300 people were killed every
year and 127,000 people injured in airline
crashes, the House would be enacting a bill
addressing all facets of the problem. It would
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be holding emergency hearings condemning
airline operations, the newspapers would put
it on the front page, and it would be the lead
story on the evening news. The trauma, the
heartbreak, and the government responsi-
bility are no less because these deaths are
occurring one by one, community by commu-
nity across America. This legislation is lit-
erally a matter of life and death. It is time
to set things right and assure the public the
kind of vigorous federal action which will be
measured in crashes avoided and deaths pre-
vented.

Your constituents are expecting leadership
from their elected officials to tackle this
problem. We urge you to fulfill this obliga-
tion.

Sincerely,

Judith L. Stone, President, Advocates for
Highway and Auto Safety, Washington, DC.

Andrew McGuire, Executive Director,
Trauma Foundation, San Francisco General
Hospital, San Francisco, CA.

Joan Claybrook, President, Public Citizen,
Washington, DC.

Daphne lzer, Parents Against Tired Truck-
ers, Lisbon Falls, ME.

Michael Scippa, Executive Director, Citi-
zens for Reliable and Safe Highways,
Tiburon, CA.

Ellen Smead, Consumer Coalitions Coordi-

nator, Consumer Federation of America,
Washington, DC.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 2679. This bill makes signifi-
cant changes in how motor carrier safety rules
are enforced. These changes will save lives
and strengthen safety on our roads.

While | support the bill, | want to continue
working with Chairman SHUSTER, Chairman
PETRI and Ranking Member OBERSTAR and
Ranking Member RAHALL to develop a con-
sensus on how to address the inadequacies in
current law relative to the commercial drivers
license program for the school transportation
industry.

While the bill before us today makes an ear-
nest effort to resolve these issues, | think it
falls short of what is needed to address the
key problems facing the school transportation
industry. These are the recruitment and reten-
tion of highly qualified and dedicated school
bus drivers nationwide, and sustaining the re-
markable safety record of so-called “yellow”
school buses.

State directors of pupil transportation across
the country are concerned about chronic
school bus driver shortages. It is a serious
problem in school districts across the country.
The school transportation industry has always
experienced a high turnover rate. Unfortu-
nately, the current CDL program encourages
prospective school bus drivers to avail them-
selves of the free CDL training the school
transportation industry provides only to accept
employment elsewhere. In many instances,
these drivers never get behind the wheel of a
school bus.

The school transportation industry has wast-
ed millions of dollars training drivers who use
their CDL to drive commercial vehicles other
than school buses. This is senseless drain on
the precious resources of school districts and
small businesses. It has also exacerbated the
school driver shortage problem which is forc-
ing many school districts to adjust class
schedules—often forcing young children to
leave for school as early as 7:15 in the morn-
ing.

| hope to continue working with the com-
mittee to develop legislation that incorporates
the following principles:
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Every new school bus driver should be ad-
ministered, as part of their CDL training, both
written and skills tests that more closely as-
sess the knowledge and skills required to op-
erate a school bus. The Department of Trans-
portation should promulgate minimum testing
standards that States must use in their testing.
States should then be required to provide a
school-bus specific CDL.

That school bus-specific CDL should also
be restricted, so as to require a holder desir-
ing to operate another commercial vehicle in
the same or a higher class to retest for that
vehicle type. lllinois and Connecticut have im-
plemented such a system, and have experi-
enced a decline in wasted training costs and
significantly higher school bus driver retention
rates.

It is true that under current law there is
nothing preventing more states from emulating
lllinois and Connecticut. Unfortunately, over
the 12-year history of the CDL law, most
states have been slow to address this wide-
spread and vexing problem.

It is also true that the school bus industry
has an exceptional safety record. However, |
echo the concern of the school transportation
industry that, unless Congress takes action to
encourage the retention and recruitment of
highly qualified and dedicated school bus driv-
ers, safety will be compromised.

There needs to be uniformity among the
states when it comes to certifying school bus
drivers—the same type of uniformity the origi-
nal CDL law was intended to foster. Since
1997, Congress has been presented with testi-
mony from the states that this is a problem
that continues to grow.

Once again, | hope to continue working with
the committee to develop a consensus legisla-
tive remedy to this problem as soon as pos-
sible.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, first of all, |
would like to thank the distinguished Chairman
of the Transportation Committee, Mr. SHuU-
STER, for his diligent work on this issue.

He, along with Subcommittee Chairman
PETRI and Ranking Members OBERSTAR and
RAHALL, have done a magnificent job in
crafting a bill that will comprehensively im-
prove truck and bus safety.

The Motor Carrier Safety Act is not just a
“quick fix to the problem of truck related acci-
dents and deaths on our nation’s highways.

This legislation creates a new National
Motor Carrier Administration that is directed to
consider the assignment and maintenance of
safety as its highest priority.

H.R. 2679 makes reforms and closes loop-
holes in federal motor carrier safety programs
and in the Commercial Driver's License pro-
gram.

And one section of the Manager's Amend-
ment addresses another serious highway safe-
ty concern involving the presence of Mexican
trucks operating illegally on our nation’s high-
ways.

The Department of Transportation’s Inspec-
tor General recently reported that 68 Mexican
motor carriers have been found operating ille-
gally in 24 different states.

These trucks have been found as far north
as my home state of New York—obviously
well beyond the designated commercial zones.

The presence of these trucks on our high-
ways poses a serious threat to the safety of
American travelers because they do not have
to abide by our safety regulations.
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This legislation makes all illegally operating
foreign carriers liable for a civil penalty and
disqualification.

| am proud to have co-authored this section
with my colleague and good friend from Illi-
nois, Mr. LIPINSKI.

| feel we have adequately addressed the
safety concerns of our highway users and |
thank Chairman SHUSTER for including the lan-
guage in the Manager's Amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
printed in Part A of House Report 106-
381 is adopted. The bill, as amended,
shall be considered under the 5-minute
rule by title, and each title shall be
considered read.

Before consideration of any other
amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment printed in Part B
of the report if offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHuU-
STER) or his designee. That amendment
shall be considered read, may amend
portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment and shall not be subject to
the demand for division of the ques-
tion.

During consideration of the bill for
further amendment the Chair may ac-
cord priority in recognition to a Mem-
ber offering an amendment that has
been printed in the designated place in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those
amendments will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business providing that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the entire bill
be printed in the RECORD and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The text of H.R. 2679, as amended, is
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘““Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1999”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings.
Sec. 3. Purposes.
TITLE I—NATIONAL MOTOR CARRIER
ADMINISTRATION
Sec. 101. Establishment of National
Carrier Administration.
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102. Motor carrier safety strategy.

103. Revenue aligned budget authority.

104. Additional funding for motor car-

rier safety grant program.

105. Motor carrier safety advisory com-

mittee.

Sec. 106. Effective date.

TITLE II—COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE

AND DRIVER SAFETY
Disqualifications.

CDL school bus endorsement.

Requirements for State participa-
tion.

State noncompliance.

24-hour staffing of telephone hot-
line.

Checks before issuance of driver’s
licenses.

Border staffing standards.

Minimum and maximum assess-
ments.

Study of commercial motor vehicle
crash causation and data im-
provement.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) The current rate, number, and severity
of crashes involving motor carriers in the
United States are unacceptable.

(2) The number of Federal and State com-
mercial motor vehicle and operator inspec-
tions is too low and the number and size of
civil penalties for violators must be suffi-
cient to establish a credible deterrent to fu-
ture violations.

(3) The Department of Transportation
takes too long to complete statutorily man-
dated rulemaking proceedings on motor car-
rier safety and, in some significant safety
rulemaking proceedings, including driver
hours-of-service regulations, extensive peri-
ods have elapsed without progress toward
resolution or implementation.

(4) Too few motor carriers undergo compli-
ance reviews and the Department’s data
bases and information systems require sub-
stantial improvement to enhance the De-
partment’s ability to target inspection and
enforcement resources toward the most seri-
ous safety problems and to improve States’
ability to keep dangerous drivers off the
roads.

(5) There needs to be a substantial increase
in appropriate facilities and personnel in
international border areas to ensure that
commercial motor vehicles, drivers, and car-
riers comply with United States safety
standards.

(6) The Department should rigorously
avoid conflicts of interest in research awards
in Federally funded research.

(7) Unless meaningful measures to improve
safety are implemented expeditiously, pro-
jected increases in vehicle-miles traveled
will raise the number of crashes, injuries,
and fatalities even higher.

(8) Wisely used additional funding and per-
sonnel are essential to the Department’s
ability to improve its research, rulemaking,
oversight, and enforcement activities related
to commercial motor vehicles, operators,
and carriers.

SEC. 3. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to improve the administration of the
Federal motor carrier safety program and to
establish a National Motor Carrier Adminis-
tration in the Department of Transpor-
tation; and

(2) to reduce the number and severity of
large-truck involved crashes through more
commercial motor vehicle and operator in-
spections and motor carrier compliance re-
views, stronger enforcement measures
against violators, expedited completion of
rulemaking proceedings, scientifically sound
research, and effective commercial driver’s
license testing, recordkeeping and sanctions.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

201.
202.
203.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

204.
205.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 206.

207.
208.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 209.
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TITLE I—NATIONAL MOTOR CARRIER
ADMINISTRATION
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL MOTOR
CARRIER ADMINISTRATION.

(&) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 49,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“§113. National Motor Carrier Administration

““(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Motor Car-
rier Administration shall be an administra-
tion of the Department of Transportation.

““(b) SAFETY AS HIGHEST PRIORITY.—In car-
rying out its duties, the Administration
shall consider the assignment and mainte-
nance of safety as the highest priority, rec-
ognizing the clear intent, encouragement,
and dedication of Congress to the further-
ance of the highest degree of safety in motor
carrier transportation.

““(c) ADMINISTRATOR.—The head of the Ad-
ministration shall be the Administrator who
shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.
The Administrator shall report directly to
the Secretary of Transportation.

““(d) DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR.—The Admin-
istration shall have a Deputy Administrator
appointed by the Secretary, with the ap-
proval of the President. The Deputy Admin-
istrator shall carry out duties and powers
prescribed by the Administrator.

““(e) CHIEF SAFETY OFFICER.—The Adminis-
tration shall have an Assistant National
Motor Carrier Administrator appointed in
the competitive service by the Secretary,
with the approval of the President. The As-
sistant Administrator shall be the Chief
Safety Officer of the Administration. The
Assistant Administrator shall carry out the
duties and powers prescribed by the Adminis-
trator.

“(f) REGULATORY OMBUDSMAN.—The Ad-
ministration shall have a Regulatory Om-
budsman appointed by the Administrator.
The Secretary and the Administrator shall
each delegate to the Ombudsman such au-
thority as may be necessary for the Ombuds-
man to expedite rulemaking proceedings to
comply with statutory and internal depart-
mental deadlines, including authority to—

‘(1) make decisions to resolve disagree-
ments between officials in the Administra-
tion who are participating in a rulemaking
process; and

“(2) ensure that sufficient staff are as-
signed to rulemaking projects to meet all
deadlines.

““(g) OFFICES OF PASSENGER VEHICLE SAFE-
TY, CONSUMER AFFAIRS, AND INTERNATIONAL
AFFAIRS.—The Administration shall have an
Office of Passenger Vehicle Safety, an Office
of Consumer Affairs, and an Office of Inter-
national Affairs.

“(h) Powers AND DuTIES.—The Adminis-
trator shall carry out—

““(1) duties and powers related to motor
carriers or motor carrier safety vested in the
Secretary by chapters 5, 51, 55, 57, 59, 133
through 149, 311, 313, and 315; and

“(2) additional duties and powers pre-
scribed by the Secretary.

“(i) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF POWERS
AND DuTIES.—A duty or power specified in
subsection (h)(1) may only be transferred to
another part of the Department when specifi-
cally provided by law.

““(J) EFFECT OF CERTAIN DECISIONS.—A deci-
sion of the Administrator involving a duty
or power specified in subsection (h)(1) and in-
volving notice and hearing required by law is
administratively final.

““(k) CONSULTATION.—The Administrator
shall consult with the Federal Highway Ad-
ministrator and with the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administrator on matters re-
lated to highway and motor carrier safety.”.

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section
104(a)(1) of title 23, United States Code, is
amended—
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(1) in paragraph (1) by redesignating sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) as clauses (i) and (ii),
respectively, and by moving the text of such
clauses 2 ems to the right;

(2) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘“‘exceed 1%>
percent of all sums so made available, as the
Secretary determines necessary—’’ and in-
serting ‘‘exceed—

““(A) 1% percent of all sums so made avail-
able, as the Secretary determines nec-
essary—"’;

(3) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (1)(A)(ii) (as redesignated by para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection) and in-
serting “‘; and’” and the following:

““(B) ¥s of one percent of all sums so made
available, as the Secretary determines nec-
essary, to administer the provisions of law to
be financed from appropriations for motor
carrier safety programs and motor carrier
safety research.”’; and—

(4) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERABILITY.—Un-
less expressly authorized by law, the Sec-
retary may not transfer any sums deducted
under paragraph (1) to a Federal agency or
entity other than the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and the National Motor Carrier
Administration.”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The analysis for
chapter 1 of title 49, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:
““113. National Motor Carrier Administra-

tion.”.

(2) FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION.—
Section 104 of title 49, United States Code, is
amended—

(A) in subsection (c)—

(i) by striking the semicolon at the end of
paragraph (1) and inserting *‘; and’’;

(ii) by striking paragraph (2); and

(iii) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2);

(B) by striking subsection (d); and

(C) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (d).

(d) POSITIONS IN EXECUTIVE SERVICE.—

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—Section 5314 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after

“Administrator of the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration.””

the following:

“Administrator of the National Motor Car-
rier Administration.”.

(2) DEPUTY AND ASSISTANT ADMINISTRA-
TORS.—Section 5316 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after

“Deputy Administrator of the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration.”’
the following:

“Deputy Administrator of the National
Motor Carrier Administration.

“Assistant National Motor Carrier Admin-
istrator.”.

(e) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—

(1) COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATION.—IN
awarding any contract for research, the Na-
tional Motor Carrier Administrator shall
comply with section 1252.209-70 of title 48,
Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect on
the date of enactment of this section. The
Administrator shall require that the text of
such section be included in any request for
proposal and contract for research made by
the Administrator.

(2) STUDY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
conduct a study to determine whether or not
compliance with the section referred to in
paragraph (1) is sufficient to avoid real or
perceived conflicts of interest in contracts
for research awarded by the Administrator
and to evaluate whether or not compliance
with such section unreasonably delays or
burdens the awarding of such contracts.
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(B) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the
study under this paragraph, the Adminis-
trator shall consult, as appropriate, with the
Inspector General of the Department of
Transportation, the Comptroller General,
the heads of other Federal agencies, research
organizations, industry representatives, em-
ployee organizations, safety organizations,
and other entities.

(C) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Administrator shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the results of the study conducted
under this paragraph.

SEC. 102. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY STRATEGY.

(&) SAFETY GOALS.—In conjunction with
existing strategic planning efforts, the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall develop a
long-term strategy for improving commer-
cial motor vehicle, operator, and carrier
safety. The strategy shall include an annual
plan and schedule for achieving, at a min-
imum, the following goals:

(1) Reducing the number and rates of
crashes, injuries, and fatalities, involving
commercial motor vehicles.

(2) Improving the consistency and effec-
tiveness of commercial motor vehicle, oper-
ator, and carrier enforcement and compli-
ance programs.

(3) Ildentifying and targeting enforcement
efforts at high-risk commercial motor vehi-
cles, operators, and carriers.

(4) Improving research efforts to enhance
and promote commercial motor vehicle, op-
erator, and carrier safety and performance.

(b) CONTENTS OF STRATEGY.—

(1) MEASURABLE GOALS.—The strategy and
annual plans under subsection (a) shall in-
clude, at a minimum, specific numeric or
measurable goals designed to achieve the
strategic goals of subsection (a). The pur-
poses of the numeric or measurable goals are
as follows:

(A) To increase the number of inspections
and compliance reviews to ensure that all
high-risk commercial motor vehicles, opera-
tors, and carriers are examined.

(B) To eliminate, with meaningful safety
measures, the backlog of rulemakings.

(C) To improve the quality and effective-
ness of data bases by ensuring that all States
and inspectors accurately and promptly re-
port complete safety information.

(D) To eliminate, with meaningful civil
and criminal penalties for violations, the
backlog of enforcement cases.

(E) To provide for a sufficient number of
Federal and State safety inspectors, and pro-
vide adequate facilities and equipment, at
international border areas.

(2) RESOURCE NEEDS.—In addition, the
strategy and annual plans shall include esti-
mates of the funds and staff resources needed
to accomplish each activity. Such estimates
shall also include the staff skills and train-
ing needed for timely and effective accom-
plishment of each goal.

(c) SuBMISSION WITH THE PRESIDENT’S
BUDGET.—Beginning with fiscal year 2001 and
each fiscal year thereafter, the Secretary
shall submit to Congress the strategy and
annual plan at the same time as the Presi-
dent’s budget submission.

(d) ANNUAL PERFORMANCE.—

(1) ANNUAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—For
each of fiscal years 2001 through 2003, the fol-
lowing officials shall enter into annual per-
formance agreements:

(A) The Secretary and the National Motor
Carrier Administrator.

(B) The Administrator and the Deputy Na-
tional Motor Carrier Administrator.

(C) The Administrator and the Chief Safety
Officer of the National Motor Carrier Admin-
istration.

(D) The Administrator and the Regulatory
Ombudsman of the Administration.
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(2) GoALs.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each annual performance
agreement shall set forth measurable organi-
zation and individual goals for each lower
ranking official referred to in paragraph (1).

(B) ADMINISTRATOR, DEPUTY ADMINIS-
TRATOR, AND CHIEF SAFETY OFFICER.—The
performance agreements entered into under
paragraphs (1)(A), (1)(B), and (1)(C) shall in-
clude the numeric or measurable goals of
subsection (b).

(C) REGULATORY OMBUDSMAN.—The per-
formance agreement entered into under
paragraph (1)(D) shall include goals in key
operational areas, including promptly com-
pleting rulemaking proceedings and com-
plying with statutory and internal depart-
mental deadlines.

(3) PROGRESS ASSESSMENT.—No less fre-
quently than semiannually, the Secretary
shall assess the progress of each lower rank-
ing official referred to in paragraph (1) to-
ward achieving the goals in his or her per-
formance agreement. The Secretary shall
convey the assessment to such official, in-
cluding identification of any deficiencies
that should be remediated before the next
progress assessment.

(4) REVIEW AND RENEGOTIATION.—Each
agreement entered into under paragraph (1)
shall be subject to review and renegotiation
on an annual basis.

(5) PERFORMANCE DIVIDENDS.—

(A) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
may award to the Administrator, and the
Administrator may award to each of the
Deputy Administrator, Chief Safety Officer,
and Regulatory Ombudsman, an annual per-
formance dividend of not to exceed $15,000.

(B) CRITERIA FOR AWARD.—If the Secretary
finds that the Administrator has, and if the
Administrator finds that one or more of the
Deputy Administrator, Chief Safety Officer,
and Regulatory Ombudsman have, made sub-
stantial progress toward meeting the goals
of his or her performance agreement, the
Secretary or Administrator, as the case may
be, may award a performance dividend under
this paragraph commensurate with such
progress.

(C) LimiTATION.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), no performance dividend may be
awarded to an official under this paragraph
until the Administrator has submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget regula-
tions issued, after the date of enactment of
this Act, to implement the safety fitness re-
quirements of section 31144 of title 49, United
States Code. The Secretary may waive the
applicability of the preceding sentence (i)
upon a finding of extraordinary cir-
cumstances, or (ii) for an official who has
served in his or her position for less than 365
days.

(e) ACHIEVEMENT OF GOALS.—

(1) PROGRESS ASSESSMENT.—No less fre-
quently than semiannually, the Secretary
and the Administrator shall assess the
progress of the Administration toward
achieving the strategic goals of subsection
(a). The Secretary and the Administrator
shall convey their assessment to the employ-
ees of the Administration and shall identify
any deficiencies that should be remediated
before the next progress assessment.

(2) BONUS DISTRIBUTION.—INn conjunction
with the existing performance appraisal
process, the Secretary and the Adminis-
trator shall award bonuses to all employees
and officials of the Administration (other
than officials to which subsection (d) ap-
plies) if the Secretary and the Administrator
determine that the performance of the Ad-
ministration merits the awarding of such bo-
nuses. The Secretary and the Administrator
shall determine the size of bonuses to be
awarded under this paragraph based solely
on the performance of the Administration in
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its entirety and not on the performance of
any individual employee or official.

(f) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.—

(1) FUNDING.—The Secretary may use
amounts deducted under section 104(a)(1)(B)
of title 23, United States Code, to make
awards of performance dividends and bonuses
under this section.

(2) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—The au-
thority to award performance dividends and
bonuses under this section shall be in addi-
tion to any authority providing for bonuses
or other incentives under title 5 United
States Code.

(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
shall report annually to Congress the con-
tents of each performance agreement entered
into under subsection (d), the official’s per-
formance relative to the goals of the per-
formance agreement, and the performance
dividends awarded or not awarded based on
the performance of the official. In addition,
the Secretary shall report to Congress on the
performance of the Administration relative
to the goals of the motor carrier safety
strategy and annual plan under subsection
(a) and the bonuses awarded or not awarded
based on the performance of the Administra-
tion. The fiscal year 2002 annual report shall
include an assessment of the effectiveness of
the performance dividends and agencywide
bonuses in improving the Administration’s
performance.

SEC. 103. REVENUE ALIGNED BUDGET AUTHOR-
ITY.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating the first section 110,
relating to uniform transferability of Fed-
eral-aid highway funds, as section 126 and
moving and inserting such section after sec-
tion 125 of such chapter; and

(2) in the remaining section 110, relating to
revenue aligned budget authority—

(A) in subsection (a)(2) by inserting ‘“and
the motor carrier safety grant program’
after “‘relief)’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)(1)(A)—

(i) by inserting ‘“and the motor carrier
safety grant program’’ after “‘program)’’;

(i) by striking “‘title and”’ and inserting
“title,”’; and

(iif) by inserting ‘*, and subchapter | of
chapter 311 of title 49" after ‘‘21st Century’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis
for such chapter is amended—

(1) by striking
*“110. Uniform transferability of Federal-aid

highway funds.”’;

(2) by inserting after the item relating to
section 125 the following:

*“126. Uniform transferability of Federal-aid
highway funds.”’;
and

(3) in the item relating to section 163 by
striking ““‘Sec.”.

SEC. 104. ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR MOTOR
CARRIER SAFETY GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated out of the Highway Trust
Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account)
for the Secretary of Transportation to carry
out section 31102 of title 49, United States
Code, $75,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2003.

(b) INCREASED AUTHORIZATIONS FOR MOTOR
CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4003 of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(112 Stat. 395-398) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘(i) INCREASED AUTHORIZATIONS FOR MOTOR
CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS.—The amount made
available to incur obligations to carry out
section 31102 of title 49, United States Code,
by section 31104(a) of such title for each of
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fiscal years 2001 through 2003 shall be in-
creased by $65,000,000.”".

(2) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION TO OBLIGA-
TION CEILING.—Section 1102 of such Act (23
U.S.C. 104 note; 112 Stat. 1115-1118) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

““(J) REDUCTION IN OBLIGATION CEILING.—
The limitation on obligations imposed by
subsection (a) for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2003 shall be reduced by $65,000,000.”".

(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—The Sec-
retary may not make, from funds made
available by or under this section (including
any amendment made by this section), a
grant to a State unless the State first enters
into a binding agreement with the Secretary
that provides that the total expenditures of
amounts of the State and its political sub-
divisions (not including amounts of the
United States) for the development or imple-
mentation of programs for improving motor
carrier safety and enforcement of regula-
tions, standards, and orders of the United
States on commercial motor vehicle safety,
hazardous materials transportation safety,
and compatible State regulations, standards,
and orders will be maintained at a level at
least equal to the level of such expenditures
for fiscal year 1999.

(d) STATE COMPLIANCE WITH CDL REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

(1) WITHHOLDING OF ALLOCATION FOR NON-
COMPLIANCE.—If a State is not in substantial
compliance with each requirement of section
31311 of title 49, United States Code, the Sec-
retary shall withhold all amounts that would
be allocated, but for this paragraph, to the
State from funds made available by or under
this section (including any amendment made
by this section).

(2) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD
FUNDS.—AnNy funds withheld under paragraph
(1) from any State shall remain available
until June 30 of the fiscal year for which the
funds are authorized to be appropriated.

(3) ALLOCATION OF WITHHELD FUNDS AFTER
COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of the
period for which funds are withheld under
paragraph (1) from allocation are to remain
available for allocation to a State under
paragraph (2), the Secretary determines that
the State is in substantial compliance with
each requirement of section 31311 of title 49,
United States Code, the Secretary shall allo-
cate to the State the withheld funds.

(4) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE-
QUENTLY ALLOCATED FUNDS.—AnNy funds allo-
cated pursuant to paragraph (3) shall remain
available for expenditure until the last day
of the first fiscal year following the fiscal
year in which the funds are so allocated.
Sums not expended at the end of such period
are released to the Secretary for realloca-
tion.

(5) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, on June
30 of the fiscal year in which funds are with-
held from allocation under paragraph (1), the
State is not substantially complying with
each requirement of section 31311 of title 49,
United States Code, the funds are released to
the Secretary for reallocation.

SEC. 105. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of
Transportation shall establish in the Na-
tional Motor Carrier Administration a motor
carrier safety advisory committee to advise,
consult with, and make recommendations to
the National Motor Carrier Administrator on
matters relating to activities and functions
of the Administration.

(b) ComMPOSITION.—The advisory committee
shall be composed of representatives of the
motor carrier industry, drivers and manufac-
turers of commercial motor vehicles, em-
ployee and safety organizations, enforce-
ment agencies, insurance industry, and the
public.
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(c) TERMINATION DATE.—The advisory com-
mittee shall remain in effect until Sep-
tember 30, 2003.

SEC. 106. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—This title shall take ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this Act; ex-
cept that the amendments made by section
101 shall take effect on October 1, 2000.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—

(1) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—The Sec-
retary of Transportation may take such ac-
tion as may be necessary before October 1,
2000, to ensure the orderly transfer of duties
and powers related to motor carrier safety,
and employees carrying out such duties and
powers, from the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration to the National Motor Carrier Ad-
ministration.

(2) BUDGET sSuBMISSIONS.—The President’s
budget submission for fiscal year 2001 and
each fiscal year thereafter shall reflect the
establishment of the National Motor Carrier
Administration in accordance with this Act.
TITLE II—COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE

AND DRIVER SAFETY
SEC. 201. DISQUALIFICATIONS.

(a) DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED AND CAUS-
ING A FATALITY.—

(1) FIRST VIOLATION.—Section 31310(b)(1) of
title 49, United States Code, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (C) and inserting a semicolon;
and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) committing a first violation of driv-
ing a commercial motor vehicle when the in-
dividual’s commercial driver’s license is re-
voked, suspended, or canceled based on the
individual’s operation of a commercial
motor vehicle or when the individual is dis-
qualified from operating a commercial motor
vehicle based on the individual’s operation of
a commercial motor vehicle; or

“(E) convicted of causing a fatality
through negligent or criminal operation of a
commercial motor vehicle.”.

(2) SECOND AND MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.—Sec-
tion 31310(c)(1) of such title is amended—

(A) by striking ‘““or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C);

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (F);

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following:

‘(D) committing more than one violation
of driving a commercial motor vehicle when
the individual’s commercial driver’s license
is revoked, suspended, or canceled based on
the individual’s operation of a commercial
motor vehicle or when the individual is dis-
qualified from operating a commercial motor
vehicle based on the individual’s operation of
a commercial motor vehicle;

“(E) convicted of more than one offense of
causing a fatality through negligent or
criminal operation of a commercial motor
vehicle; or’’; and

(D) in subparagraph (F) (as redesignated by
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph) by strik-
ing ‘“clauses (A)-(C) of this paragraph’ and
inserting ‘‘subparagraphs (A) through (E)”.

3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
31301(12)(C) of such title is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, other than a violation to which
section 31310(b)(1)(E) or 31310(c)(1)(E) ap-
plies’” after ‘“‘a fatality’’.

(b) EMERGENCY DISQUALIFICATION AND NON-
COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE CONVICTIONS.—
Section 31310 of such title is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (f), (g), and
(h) as subsections (h), (i), and (j), respec-
tively;

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing:

““(f) EMERGENCY DISQUALIFICATION.—
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‘(1) LIMITED DURATION.—The Secretary
shall disqualify an individual from operating
a commercial motor vehicle for not to ex-
ceed 30 days if the Secretary determines that
allowing the individual to continue to oper-
ate a commercial motor vehicle would create
an imminent hazard (as such term is defined
in section 5102).

““(2) AFTER NOTICE AND HEARING.—The Sec-
retary shall disqualify an individual from op-
erating a commercial motor vehicle for more
than 30 days if the Secretary determines,
after notice and an opportunity for a hear-
ing, that allowing the individual to continue
to operate a commercial motor vehicle
would create an imminent hazard (as such
term is defined in section 5102).

““(g) NONCOMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE CON-
VICTIONS.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall issue regulations providing for the dis-
qualification by the Secretary from oper-
ating a commercial motor vehicle of an indi-
vidual who holds a commercial driver’s li-
cense and who has been convicted of serious
offenses involving a motor vehicle other
than a commercial motor vehicle. Such regu-
lations shall establish the offenses and min-
imum periods for which such disqualifica-
tions shall be in effect, but in no case shall
the types of disqualifying noncommercial
motor vehicle offenses or the time periods
for disqualification for noncommercial
motor vehicle violations be more stringent
than those for offenses or violations involv-
ing a commercial motor vehicle. The Sec-
retary shall determine such periods based on
the seriousness of the offenses on which the
convictions are based.”’; and

(3) in subsection (h) (as redesignated by
paragraph (1) of this subsection) by striking
““(b)-(e)”” each place it appears and inserting
“(b) through (g)”’.

(c) SERIOUS TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS.—Section
31301(12) of such title is amended—

(1) by striking ““and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (G); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following:

“(D) driving a commercial motor vehicle
when the individual has not obtained a com-
mercial driver’s license;

“(E) driving a commercial motor vehicle
when the individual does not have in his or
her possession a commercial driver’s license
unless the individual provides, by the date
that the individual must appear in court or
pay any fine with respect to the citation, to
the enforcement authority that issued the
citation proof that the individual held a
valid commercial driver’s license on the date
of the citation;

“(F) driving a commercial motor vehicle
when the individual has not met the min-
imum testing standards—

‘(i) under section 31305(a)(3) for the spe-
cific class of vehicle the individual is oper-
ating; or

““(if) under section 31305(a)(5) for the type
of cargo the vehicle is carrying; and”.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
31305(b)(1) of such title is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“to operate the vehicle’;
and

(2) by inserting before the period at the end
‘“to operate the vehicle and has a commer-
cial driver’s license to operate the vehicle”.
SEC. 202. CDL SCHOOL BUS ENDORSEMENT.

Section 31305(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““and” at the end of para-
graph (7);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (8)(B) and inserting ‘‘; and”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
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“(9) shall prescribe minimum testing
standards for the operation of a school bus
(that is a vehicle described in section
31301(4)(B)) in a State that elects to issue a
commercial driver’s license school bus en-
dorsement and may prescribe different min-
imum testing standards for different classes
of school buses.”.

SEC. 203. REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE PARTICIPA-
TION.

(a) NOTIFICATION OF STATE OFFICIALS.—Sec-
tion 31311(a)(9) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘operating a commercial
motor vehicle’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘commercial’” before
“driver’s license”.
(b) PROVISIONAL LICENSES.—Section

31311(a)(10) of such title is amended by in-
serting after ‘“‘commercial driver’s license”
the following: “‘(including a provisional or
temporary commercial driver’s license)”.

(c) RECORDKEEPING.—Section 31311(a) of
such title is amended by striking paragraph
(13) and inserting the following:

““(13) The State shall (A) record in the driv-
ing record of an individual who has a com-
mercial driver’s license issued by the State,
and (B) make available to all authorized per-
sons and governmental entities having ac-
cess to such record, all information the
State receives under paragraph (9) with re-
spect to the individual and every conviction
by the State of the individual for a violation
involving a motor vehicle (including a com-
mercial motor vehicle) of a State or local
law on traffic control (except a parking vio-
lation), not later than 10 days after the date
of receipt of such information or the date of
such conviction.”.

(d) NONCOMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE CON-
VICTIONS.—Section 31311(a) of title 49, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(18) The State shall revoke, suspend, or
cancel, for a period determined in accord-
ance with regulations issued by the Sec-
retary under section 31310(g), the commercial
driver’s license of an individual who has been
convicted of serious offenses involving a
motor vehicle other than a commercial
motor vehicle.”.

(e) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
31311(a)(15) of such title is amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘subsections (b)-(e), (9)(1)(A), and (9)(2)
of”.

SEC. 204. STATE NONCOMPLIANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 31314 of title 49,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in the section heading by striking
“Withholding amounts for’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(d) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSES.—

““(1) STATE NOT IN SUBSTANTIAL COMPLI-
ANCE.—If the Secretary determines that a
State is not in substantial compliance with a
requirement of section 31311(a), the Sec-
retary shall issue an order declaring that all
commercial driver’s licenses issued by the
State after the date of the order are not
valid and the State may not issue any com-
mercial driver’s licenses after the date of
such order.

““(2) PREVIOUSLY ISSUED LICENSES.—Nothing
in this subsection shall be construed as in-
validating or otherwise affecting commercial
driver’s licenses issued by a State before the
date of issuance of an order under paragraph
(1) with respect to the State.

““(8) STATE IN SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE.—A
State subject to an order under paragraph (1)
may not resume issuing commercial driver’s
licenses until the Secretary determines that
the State is in substantial compliance with
all of the requirements of subsection 31311(a).
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““(4) NONRESIDENT CDLS.—Any State other
than a State subject to an order under para-
graph (1) shall issue a nonresident commer-
cial driver’s license to any individual domi-
ciled in a State subject to such an order who
meets all of the requirements of this chapter
and any applicable State licensing require-
ments.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis
for chapter 313 of such title is amended by
striking the item relating to section 31314
and inserting the following:

‘31314. State noncompliance.”’.
SEC. 205. 24-HOUR STAFFING OF TELEPHONE
HOTLINE.

Section 4017 of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (49 U.S.C. 31143 note;
112 Stat. 413) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d)
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively;

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

“(c) STAFFING.—The toll-free telephone
system shall be staffed 24 hours a day 7 days
a week by individuals knowledgeable about
Federal motor carrier safety regulations and
procedures.”’; and

(3) in subsection (e) (as redesignated by
paragraph (1) of this section) by striking ‘“for
each of fiscal years 1999 and inserting ‘‘for
fiscal year 1999 and $375,000 for each of fiscal
years 2000”".

SEC. 206. CHECKS BEFORE ISSUANCE OF DRIV-
ER’'S LICENSES.

Section 30304 of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘““(e) DRIVER RECORD INQUIRY.—Before
issuing a motor vehicle operator’s license to
an individual, a State shall request from the
Secretary information from the National
Driver Register under section 30302 and the
commercial driver’s license information sys-
tem under section 31309 on the individual’s
driving record.”.

SEC. 207. BORDER STAFFING STANDARDS.

(a) DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION.—
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall develop and implement appro-
priate staffing standards for Federal and
State motor carrier safety inspectors in
international border areas.

(b) FACTORsS To BE CONSIDERED.—In devel-
oping standards under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall consider volume of traffic,
hours of operation of the border facility,
types of commercial motor vehicles, types of
cargo, delineation of responsibility between
Federal and State inspectors, and such other
factors as the Secretary determines appro-
priate.

(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—The stand-
ards developed and implemented under sub-
section (a) shall ensure that the United
States and each State will not reduce its re-
spective level of staffing of motor carrier
safety inspectors in international border
areas from its average level staffing for fis-
cal year 2000.

(d) BORDER COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE
AND SAFETY ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS.—

(1) ENFORCEMENT.—If, on October 1, 2001,
and October 1 of each fiscal year thereafter,
the Secretary has not ensured that the levels
of staffing required by the standards devel-
oped under subsection (a) are deployed, the
Secretary shall designate 5 percent of
amounts made available for allocation under
section 31104(f)(1) of title 49, United States
Code, for such fiscal year for States, local
governments, and other persons for carrying
out border commercial motor vehicle safety
programs and enforcement activities and
projects.

(2) ALLOCATION.—The amounts designated
pursuant to this subsection shall be allo-
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cated by the Secretary to State agencies,

local governments, and other persons that

use and train qualified officers and employ-
ees in coordination with State motor vehicle
safety agencies.

(3) LimITATION.—If the Secretary makes a
designation pursuant to paragraph (1) for a
fiscal year, the Secretary may not make a
designation under section 31104(f)(2)(B) of
title 49, United States Code, for such fiscal
year.
SEC. 208. MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM ASSESS-
MENTS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation should ensure that motor carriers
operate safely by imposing civil penalties at
a level calculated to ensure prompt and sus-
tained compliance with Federal motor car-
rier safety and commercial driver’s license
laws.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary—

(1) should establish and assess minimum
civil penalties for each violation of a law re-
ferred to in subsection (a); and

(2) shall assess the maximum civil penalty
for each violation of a law referred to in sub-
section (a) by any person who has previously
been found to have committed the same vio-
lation or a related violation.

(c) EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES.—If the
Secretary determines and documents that
extraordinary circumstances exist which
merit the assessment of any civil penalty
lower than any level established under sub-
section (b), the Secretary may assess such
lower penalty.

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study of the effectiveness of the re-
vised civil penalties established in the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury and this Act in ensuring prompt and
sustained compliance with Federal motor
carrier safety and commercial driver’s li-
cense laws.

(2) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary shall transmit the results of such
study and any recommendations to Congress
by September 30, 2002.

(e) SEMIANNUAL AUDIT BY INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL.—The Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Transportation shall conduct a
semiannual audit of the National Motor Car-
rier Administration’s enforcement activities,
including an analysis of the number of viola-
tions cited by safety inspectors and the level
of fines assessed and collected for such viola-
tions, and of the number of cases in which
there are findings of extrordinary cir-
cumstances under subsection (c) and the cir-
cumstances in which these findings are made
and shall promptly submit the results of
each such audit to Congress.

SEC. 209. STUDY OF COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHI-
CLE CRASH CAUSATION AND DATA
IMPROVEMENT.

(a) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall conduct a comprehensive
study to determine the causes of, and con-
tributing factors to, crashes that involve
commercial motor vehicles. The study shall
also identify data requirements and collec-
tion procedures, reports, and other measures
that will improve the Department of Trans-
portation’s and States’ ability to—

(1) evaluate future crashes involving com-
mercial motor vehicles;

(2) monitor crash trends and
causes and contributing factors; and

(3) develop effective safety improvement
policies and programs.

(b) DEsIGN.—The study shall be designed to
yield information that will help the Depart-
ment and the States identify activities and
other measures likely to lead to significant
reductions in the frequency, severity, and
rate per mile traveled of crashes involving
commercial motor vehicles. As practicable,
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the study shall rank such activities and
measures by the reductions each would like-
ly achieve, if implemented.

(c) CONSULTATION.—In designing and con-
ducting the study, the Secretary shall con-
sult with persons with expertise on—

(1) crash causation and prevention;

(2) commercial motor vehicles, drivers, and
carriers;

(3) highways and noncommercial motor ve-
hicles and drivers;

(4) Federal and State highway and motor
carrier safety programs;

(5) research methods and statistical anal-
ysis; and

(6) other relevant topics.

(d) PuBLIC COMMENT.—The Secretary shall
make available for public comment informa-
tion about the objectives, methodology, im-
plementation, findings, and other aspects of
the study.

(e) REPORT.—The Secretary shall promptly
transmit the results of the study, together
with any legislative recommendations, to
Congress. The Secretary shall review the
study at least once every 5 years and update
the study and report as necessary.

(f) DATA IMPROVEMENTS.—Based on the
findings of the study, the Secretary shall
work with the States, and other appropriate
entities, to standardize crash data require-
ments, collection procedures, and reports.

(@) EvriGiBILITY.—Notwithstanding section
104(a)(4) of title 23, United States Code, ac-
tivities under this section shall be eligible
for funding under section 104(a) of such title
and may be carried out by any entity within
the Department that the Secretary des-
ignates.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment offered by Mr. SHU-
STER:

Page 7, line 8, before the semicolon insert
the following:

and by section 18 of the Noise Control Act of
1972 (42 U.S.C. 4917; 86 Stat. 1249-1250); except
as otherwise delegated by the Secretary to
any agency of the Department of Transpor-
tation other than the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, as of October 8, 1999

Page 13, after line 21, insert the following:

(3) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—In developing and as-
sessing progress toward meeting the measur-
able goals set forth in this subsection, the
Secretary and the Administrator shall not
take any action that would impinge on the
due process rights of motor carriers and driv-
ers.

Page 22, line 9, insert ‘“‘average’ before
“level”.

Page 22, line 9, strike “*fiscal year’” and in-
sert “‘fiscal years 1997, 1998, and”’.

Page 24, line 9, after “‘industry,” insert
“‘representatives from law enforcement agen-
cies of border States,”.

Page 35, line 1, insert ‘‘or renewing’ after
““issuing”’.

Page 36, line 10, strike ‘5 percent of
amounts’ and insert ‘‘the amount”’.

Page 36, line 11, strike ‘‘(1)”” and insert
“@B)”.

Page 37, line 15, strike ‘“‘has previously”
and all that follows through line 17 and in-
sert the following:

is found to have committed a pattern of vio-
lations of critical or acute regulations issued
to carry out such a law or to have previously
committed the same or a related violation of
critical or acute regulations issued to carry
out such a law.
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Page 37, line 22, after the period insert the

following:
In cases where a person has been found to
have previously committed the same or a re-
lated violation of critical or acute regula-
tions issued to carry out a law referred to in
subsection (a), extraordinary circumstances
may be found to exist when the Secretary de-
termines that repetition of such violation
does not demonstrate a failure to take ap-
propriate remedial action.

Page 40, after line 23, add the following:
SEC. 210. REGISTRATION ENFORCEMENT.

Section 13902 of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(e) PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY
WITH REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS.—In addi-
tion to other penalties available under law,
motor carriers that fail to register their op-
erations as required by this section or that
operate beyond the scope of their registra-
tions may be subject to the following pen-
alties:

““(1) OUT-OF-SERVICE ORDERS.—If, upon in-
spection or investigation, the Secretary de-
termines that a motor vehicle providing
transportation requiring registration under
this section is operating without a registra-
tion or beyond the scope of its registration,
the Secretary may order the vehicle out-of-
service. Subsequent to the issuance of the
out-of-service order, the Secretary shall pro-
vide an opportunity for review in accordance
with section 554 of title 5; except that such
review shall occur not later than 10 days
after issuance of such order.

““(2) PERMISSION FOR OPERATIONS.—A person
domiciled in a country contiguous to the
United States with respect to which an ac-
tion under subsection (c)(1)(A) or (c)(1)(B) is
in effect and providing transportation for
which registration is required under this sec-
tion shall maintain evidence of such reg-
istration in the motor vehicle when the per-
son is providing the transportation. The Sec-
retary shall not permit the operation in
interstate commerce in the United States of
any motor vehicle in which there is not a
copy of the registration issued pursuant to
this section.”.

SEC. 211. REVOCATION OF REGISTRATION.

Section 13905(c) of title 49, United States
Code is amended—

(1) by inserting ““(1) IN GENERAL.—"" before
““‘On application’;

(2) by inserting ““(A)’”’ before ‘‘suspend’’;

(3) by striking the period at the end of the
second sentence and inserting *‘; and (B) sus-
pend, amend, or revoke any part of the reg-
istration of a motor carrier, broker, or
freight forwarder (i) for failure to pay a civil
penalty imposed under chapter 5, 51, 149, or
311 of this title, or (ii) for failure to arrange
and abide by an acceptable payment plan for
such civil penalty, within 180 days of the
time specified by order of the Secretary for
the payment of such penalty. Subparagraph
(B) shall not apply to any person who is un-
able to pay a civil penalty due to bankruptcy
reorganization.

“(2) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 12
months after the date of enactment of this
paragraph, the Secretary, after notice and
opportunity for public comment, shall issue
regulations to provide for the suspension,
amendment, or revocation of a registration
under this part for failure to pay a civil pen-
alty as provided in paragraph (1)(B).”’; and

(4) by indenting paragraph (1) (as des-
ignated by paragraph (1) of this section) and
aligning such paragraph with paragraph (2)
of such section (as added by paragraph (3) of
this section).
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SEC. 212. STATE COOPERATION
TION ENFORCEMENT.

Section 31102(b)(1) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by aligning subparagraph (A) with sub-
paragraph (B) of such section; and

(2) by striking subparagraph (R) and in-
serting the following:

“(R) ensures that the State will cooperate
in the enforcement of registration require-
ments under section 13902 and financial re-
sponsibility requirements under sections
13906, 31138, and 31139 and regulations issued
thereunder;”

SEC. 213. EXPIRATION OF APPROVALS.

Section 13703 of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (d); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (e), (f), (9),
and (h) as subsections (d), (e), (f), and (g) re-
spectively
SEC. 214. IMMINENT HAZARD.

Section 521(b)(5)(B) of title 49, United
States Code, is amended by striking ““is like-
ly to result in’ and inserting ‘‘substantially
increases the likelihood of”’.

SEC. 215. PROHIBITED TRANSPORTATION BY
COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OP-
ERATORS.

Section 521(b) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (8) through
(13) as paragraphs (9) through (14), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol-
lowing:

“(8) PROHIBITION OPERATION IN INTERSTATE
COMMERCE AFTER NONPAYMENT OF PEN-
ALTIES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—AN owner or operator of
a commercial motor vehicle against whom a
civil penalty is assessed under this chapter
or chapters 51, 149, 311 of this title and who
does not pay such penalty or fails to arrange
and abide by an acceptable payment plan for
such civil penalty may not operate in inter-
state commerce beginning on the 18lst day
after the date specified by order of the Sec-
retary for payment of such penalty. This
paragraph shall not apply to any person who
is unable to pay a civil penalty due to bank-
ruptcy reorganization.

““(B) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 12
months after the date of enactment of the
Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1999, the Sec-
retary, after notice and an opportunity for
public comment, shall issue regulations set-
ting forth procedures for ordering commer-
cial motor vehicle owners and operators de-
linquent in paying civil penalties to cease
operations until payment has been made.”’.
SEC. 216. HOUSEHOLD GOODS AMENDMENTS.

(a) DEFINITION OF HOUSEHOLD GOODS.—Sec-
tion 13102(10)(A) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by striking *“, including”
and all that follows through ‘“‘dwelling,”” and
inserting ‘‘, except such term does not in-
clude property moving from a factory or
store, other than property that the house-
holder has purchased with the intent to use
in his or her dwelling and is transported at
the request of, and the transportation
charges are paid to the carrier by, the house-
holder;”.

(b) ARBITRATION REQUIREMENTS.—Section
14708(b)(6) of such title is amended by strik-
ing ““$1,000" each place it appears and insert-
ing ““$5,000".

(c) STUDY OF ENFORCEMENT OF CONSUMER
PROTECTION RULES IN THE HOUSEHOLD GOODS
MOVING INDUSTRY.—The Comptroller General
shall conduct a study of the effectiveness of
the Department of Transportation’s enforce-
ment of household goods consumer protec-
tion rules under title 49, United States Code.
The study shall also include a review of
other potential methods of enforcing such
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rules, including allowing States to enforce
such rules.
SEC. 217. REGISTRATION OF MOTOR CARRIERS.

(@) REGISTRATION OF MOTOR CARRIERS BY A
STATE.—

(1) INTERIM RULE.—Section 14504(b) of title
49, United States Code, is amended—

(A) in the first sentence by striking “The”’
and inserting “‘Until January 1, 2002, the’’;
and

(B) in the second sentence by striking
“When’’ and inserting ‘“‘Until January 1, 2002,
when”’.

(2) REPEAL.—Effective January 1, 2002, sec-
tion 14504 of such title and the item relating
to such section in the analysis for chapter
145 of such title are repealed.

(b) COMPREHENSIVE REGISTRATION.—Section
13908 of such title is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a) by
inserting ‘‘the requirements of section
13304, after ‘‘this chapter,”’;

(2) by striking the last sentence of sub-
section (a);

(3) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3);
and

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (4), (5),
and (6) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respec-
tively;

(4) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘cover”
and inserting ‘“‘equal as nearly as possible’;
and

(5) by striking subsection (d) and inserting
the following:

‘“(d) STATE REGISTRATION PROGRAMS.—Ef-
fective January 1, 2002, it shall be an unrea-
sonable burden on interstate commerce for
any State or political subdivision thereof, or
any political authority of 2 or more States,
to require a motor carrier operating in inter-
state commerce and providing transpor-
tation in such State or States to, or to col-
lect fees to—

““(1) register its interstate operating au-
thority;

““(2) file information on its interstate Fed-
eral financial responsibility; or

““(3) designate its service
agent.”.

(c) DEADLINE.—Section 13908(e) of such
title is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““Not later than 24 months
after January 1, 1996, and inserting ‘“‘By
January 1, 2002,”’;

(2) by inserting ““‘and’” after the semicolon
at the end of paragraph (1);

(3) by striking paragraph (2); and

(4) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2).

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
13304(a) of such title is amended by striking
‘““and each State” and all that follows
through “*filed with it”.

SEC. 218. FOREIGN MOTOR CARRIER PENALTIES
AND DISQUALIFICATIONS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to subsections
(b) and (c), a foreign motor carrier or foreign
motor private carrier (as such terms are de-
fined under section 13102 of title 49, United
States Code) that operates without author-
ity, before the implementation of the land
transportation provisions of the North
American Free Trade Agreement, outside the
boundaries of a commercial zone along the
United States-Mexico border (as such zones
were defined on December 31, 1995) shall be
liable to the United States for a civil penalty
and shall be disqualified from operating a
commercial motor vehicle anywhere within
the United States as provided in subsections
(b) and (c).

(b) PENALTY FOR INTENTIONAL VIOLATION.—
The civil penalty for an intentional violation
of subsection (a) by a carrier shall not be
more than $10,000 and may include a dis-
qualification from operating a commercial

of process
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motor vehicle anywhere within the United
States for a period of not more than 6
months.

(c) PENALTY FOR PATTERN OF INTENTIONAL
VIOLATIONS.—The civil penalty for a pattern
of intentional violations of subsection (a) by
a carrier shall not be more than $25,000 and
the carrier shall be disqualified from oper-
ating a commercial motor vehicle anywhere
within the United States and the disquali-
fication may be permanent.

(d) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—No provision of this
section may be enforced if it is inconsistent
with any international agreement of the
United States.

(e) ACTs OF EMPLOYEES.—The actions of
any employee driver of a foreign motor car-
rier or foreign motor private carrier com-
mitted without the knowledge of the carrier
or committed unintentionally shall not be
grounds for penalty or disqualification under
this section.

SEC. 219. TEST RESULTS STUDY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall conduct a study of the feasi-
bility and merits of—

(1) requiring medical review officers to re-
port all verified positive controlled sub-
stances test results on any driver subject to
controlled substances testing under part 382
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, in-
cluding the identity of each person tested
and each controlled substance found, to the
State that issued the driver’s commercial
driver’s license; and

(2) requiring all prospective employers, be-
fore hiring any driver, to query the State
that issued the driver’s commercial driver’s
license on whether the State has on record
any verified positive controlled substances
test on such driver.

(b) STUDY FACTORS.—In carrying out the
study under this section, the Secretary shall
assess—

(1) methods for safeguarding the confiden-
tiality of verified positive controlled sub-
stances test results;

(2) the costs, benefits, and safety impacts
of requiring States to maintain records of
verified positive controlled substances test
results; and

(3) whether a process should be established
to allow drivers—

(A) to correct errors in their records; and

(B) to expunge information from their
records after a reasonable period of time.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report on
the study carried out under this section, to-
gether with such recommendations as the
Secretary determines appropriate.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this
manager’s amendment makes a number
of technical changes and includes some
additional programmatic provisions.
The amendment increases safety en-
forcement by including the following:
it authorizes the Department of Trans-
portation to revoke the registration for
a trucking company that has refused to
pay its fines. It authorizes the Sec-
retary to put out of service a truck
that is not properly registered. That
gives the Secretary the power to shut
down a driver, truck or motor carrier
upon finding that they are an immi-
nent hazard to highway safety. It cre-
ates a unified registration system that
will allow the Motor Carrier Adminis-
tration to target unsafe trucking com-
panies. It gives the Secretary enforce-
ment authority over Mexican trucks
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operating illegally in the United
States. The amendment also includes
provisions including consumers’ rights
that have disputes involving the house-
hold goods moving industry.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHUSTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
just want to observe that the issues in
this manager’s amendment have been
very carefully worked out with co-
operation on both sides on a bipartisan
basis. We support the amendment in its
entirety.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHUSTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL).

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, I
would ask of the distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, a provision in the pending man-
ager’s amendment would eliminate the
requirement that agreements entered
into pursuant to section 13703 of title 49
are subject to a mandatory 3-year re-
view by the Surface Transportation
Board. In effect, this provision would
make the STB’s review discretionary
rather than mandatory and return the
process for reviewing these arguments
to what it was prior to the enactment
of the ICC Termination Act of 1995.

In this regard is it the gentleman’s
intention that the basis of the public
interest test used to review these
agreements shall continue to be lim-
ited to the national transportation pol-
icy set forth in section 13101-a of title
49?

Mr. SHUSTER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. In this regard the national trans-
portation policy has been recognized as
defining the public interest objectives
for many years. It is certainly our in-
tent that the Surface Transportation
Board shall not deviate from this prac-
tice by entertaining issues plainly not
within its purview and not within the
scope of the national transportation
policy.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman, and as a point of
further clarification, last year the STB
seemed to question whether the uni-
form bill of lading is regarded as part
of the classification process. This
clearly came as surprise because in
doing so the STB ignored well-estab-
lished precedent regarding relationship
of the UBL to classification.

Is it the gentleman’s intention that
the uniform bill of lading should con-
tinue to be part of the national motor
freight classification?

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman,
the uniform bill of lading has always
been presumed to be part and parcel
classification that is based on well-es-
tablished precedent, and the Congress
anticipated no changes in this arrange-
ment with enacting either the Truck-
ing Industry Regulatory Reform Act of
1994 or the ICC Termination Act of
1995.
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Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BALDACCI

Mr. BALDACCI. Madam Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BALDACCI:

Page 2, in the item relating to title | of the
table of contents following line 4, insert
“SAFETY” after “CARRIER”.

Page 2, in the item relating to section 101
of the table of contents following line 4, in-
sert ‘“‘Safety’’ after ‘“‘Carrier’.

Page 4, line 12, insert, ““‘Safety’’ after ‘‘Car-
rier”.

Page 5, line 2,
“CARRIER”.

Page 5, line 3, insert, ‘“‘SAFETY’’ after ‘‘CAR-
RIER”.

Page 5, strike line 8 and insert the fol-
lowing:

“§113. National Motor Carrier Safety Admin-
istration.”.

_Page 5, line 9, insert, “‘Safety’ after ‘‘Car-
rfeF:’agie 6, line 4, insert, ““‘Safety’ after ‘“‘Car-
rf?;aée 9, line 3, insert, ““‘Safety’’ after ‘‘Car-
r!?Drag-e 10, line 2, insert, “‘Safety’’ after ‘“‘Car-
rier”.

insert, “SAFETY” after

Page 10, line 11, insert, ‘“‘Safety’” after
“Carrier”.
Page 10, line 12, insert, ‘“‘Safety’ after
“Carrier”.
Page 10, line 17, insert, ‘“‘Safety’ after
“Carrier”’.

Page 14, line 9, insert, ““‘Safety’’ after “‘Car-
rier”.

Page 14, line 11, insert, ‘“‘Safety’” after
“Carrier”.
Page 14, line 13, insert, ‘“‘Safety’ after
“Carrier”.
Page 23, line 25, insert, ‘“‘Safety’ after
“‘Carrier”’.

Page 24, line 3, insert, ‘‘Safety’’ after “‘Car-
rier”.

Page 24,
“Carrier”.

Page 25, line 4, insert, ““Safety’’ after ‘‘Car-
rier”.

Page 38,
“‘Carrier”’.

Amend the title so as to read “To amend
title 49, United States Code, to establish the
National Motor Carrier Safety Administra-
tion in the Department of Transportation, to
improve the safety of commercial motor ve-
hicle operators and carriers, to strengthen
commercial driver’s licenses, and for other
purposes.”.

Mr. BALDACCI (during the reading).
Madam Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maine?

There was no objection.

Mr. BALDACCI. Madam Chairman, 1
offer an amendment today, and first of
all | want to commend the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER); the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), for bringing
this important bill to the floor today
and also to thank the gentleman from

line 23, insert, ‘““‘Safety’” after

line 12, insert, ‘“‘Safety’” after
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Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) for their leadership in bringing
this legislation which is very impor-
tant to our Nation today; and I rise to
offer a simple amendment that will
serve to buttress the spirit of this im-
portant legislation.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDACCI. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, we
examined the gentleman’s amendment,
and we accept it. We think it is a good
one.

Mr. BALDACCI. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDACCI. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
the gentleman’s amendment enhances
the safety purpose of this legislation,
and we accept it.

Mr. BALDACCI. Madam Chairman, |
thank the ranking member and the
chairman.

| have a statement, and | ask that it
be entered into the RECORD at this
point and representing our commu-
nities and the people that have had
devastating losses in Lisbon, Maine,
and particularly Steve and Daphne
Izer, and this very important legisla-
tion is a significant step in the right
direction.

| commend Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking
Member OBERSTAR for bringing this important
bill to the floor today.

| rise to offer a simple but important amend-
ment. My amendment would add one word to
the title of the new National Motor Carrier Ad-
ministration—"Safety.” It will serve to buttress
the spirit of this important legislation.

Madam Chairman, we must ask ourselves
why it is that we are creating a new Motor
Carrier Administration. Why are we taking the
Office of Motor Carriers out of the Federal
Highway Administration? The simple answer is
to ensure safety. We are making this change
to strengthen the administration, promulgation
and effectiveness of motor carrier regulations.
Safety is at the heart of what we are doing
here today.

| am privileged to represent Steve and
Daphne lzer, residents to Lisbon, Maine, who
tragedy has thrust into the national spotlight.
On October 10, 1993, their son, Jeff, and 3
other teenagers sat in the breakdown lane on
an interstate in Maine waiting for help with
their disabled car. Before help could arrive,
the car was stuck by a commercial truck that
drifted into the breakdown lane when the driv-
er fell asleep. All four children were killed.

Steve and Daphne Izer were devastated by
this loss. | commend them for funneling their
grief into an on-going effort to make our roads
safer. They founded the now nationally recog-
nized advocacy group, Parents Against Tried
Truckers. For six years, they have brought at-
tention to the many issues that must be dealt
with if we are to ensure the safety of the trav-
eling public. They recognize that Safety must
be our top priority. | couldn’t agree more.

| am confident that all Members support
making our highways safer for both auto-
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mobiles and commercial trucks. We must con-
tinue to explore ways to combat trucker fa-
tigue which is at the root of so many of our
safety concerns. We must also continue to ex-
plore new technologies and business practices
that might mitigate problems contributing to
accidents. | am confident that this bill is a sig-
nificant step in the right direction.

Madam Chairman, we owe it to our truckers
and to all of the traveling public to ensure that
this body is taking all the necessary measures
to promote safety on our nation’s roads. Add-
ing “safety” to the title of the new administra-
tion will set the tone for the operations of the
whole agency, create a positive atmosphere
and lend to the credibility of this new entity. It
will send a clear message that Safety is the
primary focus and objective of this agency. |
believe this is an amendment message, and |
hope that all of my colleagues will support this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF
TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Chairman, | offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas:

At the end of the bill, add the following:

SEC. 220. USE OF RECORDING DEVICES IN COM-
MERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLES.

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that the use of
electronic control modules in commercial
motor vehicles may prove useful to law en-
forcement officials investigating crashes on
the Nation’s highways and roads and may
prevent the future loss of life.

(b) STANDARDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
National Motor Carrier Administration shall
work with interested parties to develop
standards regarding access to, and the rel-
evant data to be recorded by, electronic con-
trol modules in commercial motor vehicles.

(2) PRrRIVACY.—In developing standards
under this section the Administrator shall
ensure that the privacy of data recorded by
electronic control modules is protected to
the highest standard.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (during
the reading). Madam Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER) very much. |
thank the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure for creating
this very important agency, the Motor
Carrier Administration Agency, to
oversee motor vehicle safety on this
Nation’s highway.

My amendment would add a section
to the end of the bill to direct the ad-
ministrator or the agency to work with
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the trucking industry and interested
parties to decrease the number of
trucking accidents causing serious bod-
ily harm. In particular, it would work
to provide the opportunity for elec-
tronic control modules in investigating
crashes on the Nation’s highways and
roads and may prevent future loss.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, we
have examined this amendment. We
think it is a good one, and we accept it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania very much, and | would
simply like to add that we have a let-
ter from the American Trucking Asso-
ciation which in part says, “We wel-
come your assistance in directing the
National Motor Carrier Administration
to move forward in aggressive fashion
to accomplish this directive regarding
devices.”

I will conclude by just noting that
my district, Madam Chairman, has a
number of interstate highways. We
have already heard mention of Mrs.
Groten who lost her husband and three
children in a tragic trucking accident
that involved speed and drinking. This
amendment that | have will help pro-
tect truckers as well as those on our
highways and byways, and it will pre-
vent the number of truck-related
deaths that reached 5,000 in 1997.

In addition, I want to thank both of
my colleagues for providing for the
coverage of illegal trucks coming in
from Mexico as well. | am delighted to
have their support.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
we are happy to accept the gentle-
woman’s amendment that will add to
and enhance safety and will provide the
means for reaching the desired objec-
tive.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | thank
the gentleman very much.

| ask to have my complete statement
in the RECORD, and additionally in an
appropriate time | would like to put
the American Truckers Association
letter dated October 14 in the RECORD
as well, supporting this amendment:

Madam Chairman, nearly 5,000 people are
killed in truck related accidents in each of the
past three years on our nation’s highways.
There are many agencies within our govern-
ment that have a shared responsibility for
safety on our nation’s highways, including the
Transportation Department, the NTSB and the
Federal Highway Administration. Nearly all the
parties involved in this debate agree that
change needs to occur has the GAO esti-
mates that without action to improve trucking
safety, fatalities will continue to climb. But de-
spite much talk and discussion, several hear-
ings, and meetings over improving trucking
safety we have had little action aimed at im-
proving safety.

What we do have is accident after accident
involving truck drivers who are too tired and
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even drunk. A total of 5,374 people died in ac-
cidents involving large trucks which represents
13 percent of all the traffic fatalities in 1998
and in addition 127,000 were injured in those
crashes.

| want to pause a moment to tell the Amer-
ican people about a remarkable woman from
Houston, Texas. Ms. Groten has like too many
Americans experienced the pain of losing her
loved ones in a horrific trucking accident. She
witnessed her entire family’'s death has they
were burned alive as a result of a trucking ac-
cident. She lost her husband Kurt Groten (38
years old), and her three children David (5),
Madeline (3) and Adam (1). Mrs. Groten was
the only survivor of the crash and as she stat-
ed during the criminal proceeding “. . . | re-
member standing there and screaming, My life
is over! All of my children are dead!”

I am hopeful that Mrs. Groten’s loss will not
be in vain as we currently have the technology
to address the frequency of trucking accidents
on our roads. Truck related deaths reached a
decade high of 5,398 in 1997. Last year, truck
deaths were 5,374 roughly equivalent to a
major airplane crash every other week. In less
than three months, trucks from Mexico will be
able to drive on every road in America yet 44
percent of those trucks crossing the border
today are in such poor condition that they
would be immediately taken out of service if
inspected. Though commercial trucks rep-
resent 3 percent of all registered vehicles they
are still involved in 13 percent of the total traf-
fic fatalities.

My amendment/resolution would require the
Administrator of the National Motor Carrier Ad-
ministration to work with interested parties to
explore a standard of protocol for access to,
and the relevant data to be recorded, from the
electronic control modules in commercial
motor vehicles. The NTSB has pushed for this
technology as a means of verifying the hours
drivers work since 1990. Currently truck driv-
ers must comply with the federal government’s
60-year-old rule that they take eight hours of
rest for every 10 behind the wheel.

Truckers are required to maintain logbooks
for their hours of service. But truckers have
routinely falsified records, and many industry
observers say, to the point that they are often
referred to as “comic books.” In their 1995
findings the National Transportation Safety
Board found driver fatigue and lack of sleep
were factors in up to 30 percent of truck
crashes that resulted in fatalities. In 1992 re-
port the NTSB reported that an astonishing 19
percent of truck drivers surveyed said they
had fallen asleep at the wheel while driving.
Recorders on trucks can provide a tamper-
proof mechanism that can be used for acci-
dent investigation and to enforce the hours-of-
service regulations, rather that relying on the
driver's handwritten logs.

Madam Chairman, | know that the trucking
industry is concerned by the added cost of the
recorders as well as privacy issues. | also ap-
preciate the fact that close to eighty percent of
this country’s goods move by truck and that
the industry has a major impact on our econ-
omy.

As a result of the number of trucking acci-
dents causing serious bodily injury and death
and the industries concern over the privacy
issues of black boxes being installed in trucks,
| am offering an amendment stating that Con-
gress may find the use of electronic control
modules in commercial motor vehicles useful
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to law enforcement officials investigating
crashes on our Nation’s highways and roads.

My amendment would also direct the Ad-
ministrator of the National Motor Carrier Ad-
ministration to work with the trucking industry
and interested parties to develop standards re-
garding the access to, and relevant data to be
recorded by the electronic modules in com-
mercial motor vehicles.

Madam Chairman there is no good reason
that we should adhere to the advice of the
NTSB and require these recorders on the
trucks that navigate our highways.

| would like to thank Chairmen SHUSTER and
PETRI, and Ranking Members OBERSTAR and
RAHALL for working with me in moving forward
on this very important legislation.

Putting our wallets before safety is simply
foolish when the technology exists today
which could save the lives of the constituents
we represent.

AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS,
Washington, DC, 14 October 1999.
Hon. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR Ms. JACKSON-LEE: On behalf of the
American Trucking Associations, | com-
pliment you on your commitment to high-
way safety through your interest in ensuring
trucks operate in a safer and more efficient
manner.

The American Trucking Associations has
had the opportunity to review your amend-
ment regarding electronic control modules
and the need for a single standard of protocol
for their operation.

As you know, the industry has been work-
ing with the National Highway Traffic Safe-
ty Administration and the engine manufac-
turing industry to accomplish your goal. We
welcome your assistance in directing the Na-
tional Motor Carrier Administration to move
forward in an aggressive fashion to accom-
plish this objective.

The American Trucking Associations looks
forward to continuing to work with you on
highway safety.

Sincerely,
JIM WHITTINGHILL,
Senior Vice President for Legislative
and Intergovernmental Affairs.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE).

The amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

I rise to engage the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking
Democratic member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure,
in a colloquy.

I am extremely concerned about
commercial passenger van safety as a
result of what is happening in my own
district, one of the most densely popu-
lated in the country.

Section 4008 of the Transportation
Equity Act of the 21st century, TEA 21,
enacted in June of 1998, provides that
vehicles carrying more than eight pas-
sengers for compensation shall be sub-
ject to Federal Motor Carrier Safety
regulations, except to the extent that
within 1 year of enactment of TEA 21,
the Secretary of Transportation spe-
cifically determines through a rule-
making proceeding to exempt any of
these operators from these regulations.
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In September of 1999, the Secretary
issued two rules regarding commercial
van safety. Neither of these rules im-
mediately applies safety regulations to
small passenger-carrying commercial
vans. DOT proposes to require that
these vehicles file a motor carrier iden-
tification report, mark their commer-
cial motor vehicles with a U.S. DOT
identification number, and maintain an
accident register. If this proposal is
made final, DOT would collect data for
an unspecified period of time, and then
presumably begin proceedings to con-
sider whether the vehicles should be
subject to Federal regulations.

Thus, today, 16 months after TEA 21
was signed into law, commercial opera-
tors are still not subject to motor car-
rier safety regulations; and DOT has
just started proceedings to finally de-
termine this issue.

| yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota to see if he can give me some
perspective.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I want to compliment him on his de-
termination and especially his persist-
ence on this issue which began during
our consideration of TEA 21. TEA 21
did require the Department of Trans-
portation to complete this important
safety rulemaking within 1 year of en-
actment. As the gentleman from New
Jersey has pointed out, it is now 16
months since TEA 21 was enacted, and
small passenger-carrying commercial
vehicles are still exempt from Federal
motor carrier safety regulations. | am
deeply disappointed in DOT’s failure to
act appropriately.

The Senate bill, as introduced by the
chairman of the Commerce, Science
and Transportation Committee, Mr.
MCcCAIN, includes a provision to apply
Federal safety standards to these vehi-

cles. This matter will be an issue,
therefore, in any conference on this
bill, and 1| look forward to working

closely with the gentleman as we pro-
ceed to and through the conference.

I thank the gentleman for his con-
cern.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for his informa-
tion, and | look forward to working
with the ranking member and the
chairman of the full committee in
hopefully trying to make some
progress on this matter.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MENENDEZ:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 210. PASSENGER VAN SAFETY.

(a) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall conduct a comprehensive
study to determine the causes of, and con-
tributing factors to, crashes occurring in the
State of New Jersey that involve vehicles de-
signed to carry 9 or more passengers. The
study shall also identify data, requirements,
collection procedures, reports, and other
measures that will help the Department of
Transportation’s and States’ develop effec-
tive safety improvement policies and pro-
grams and identify activities and other
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measures likely to lead to significant reduc-
tions in the frequency, severity, and rate-
per-mile traveled of crashes involving such
vehicles.

(b) CONSULTATION.—INn designing and con-
ducting the study, the Secretary shall con-
sult with persons with expertise on—

(1) crash causation and prevention;

(2) commercial motor vehicles, drivers and
their representatives, and carriers;

(3) highways and noncommercial motor ve-
hicles and drivers;

(4) Federal and State highway and motor
carrier safety programs; and

(5) research methods and statistical anal-

SIS.

Y (c) PuBLIC COMMENT.—The Secretary shall
make available for public comment informa-
tion about the objectives, methodology, im-
plementation, findings, and other aspects of
the study.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall transmit to Congress the results
of the study, together with any legislative
recommendations.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

Mr. MENENDEZ (during the read-
ing). Madam Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Chairman, |
rise to offer this amendment. Thou-
sands of passengers ride in commercial
passenger vans daily. 1 know because |
see them driving throughout my dis-
trict, one of the most heavily traveled
and populated districts in the country.
Currently, commercial passenger vans
carrying less than 16 passengers do not
have to meet Federal Motor Carrier
Safety standards.

As a consequence, in New Jersey we
have seen increasing violations of safe-
ty guidelines by commercial van opera-
tors that carry less than 16 passengers.
Now, these are not typical van pools or
church vans or limousines. That is not
what we are concerned about. Rather,
they are for-profit entities providing
transportation services, hundreds of
them over the same route, damaging
each other. Two of them have hit pe-
destrians just within the last year.

So while many operators act in good
faith and comply with safety guide-
lines, there are some who risk the lives
of their passengers, pedestrians, and
other vehicles on the road around
them. They do not meet safety stand-
ards.

According to the Department of
Transportation, however, there is still
not enough data available to justify
forcing these companies to comply
with the Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Regulations. That is why | am offering
my amendment.

My amendment would have the DOT
carry out a comprehensive study of
commercial vans carrying more than
eight passengers and submit the report
to Congress in a year.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. MENENDEZ. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, we
have studied this amendment, and we
are prepared to accept it.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Chairman, |
appreciate the Chairman’s support; and
I know when to cease and desist.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GONZALEZ:

Page 34, strike line 6 and all that follows
through the end of line 21, and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 205. SAFETY VIOLATION TELEPHONE HOT-
LINE.

(a) STAFFING.—Section 4017 of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century (49
U.S.C. 31143 note; 112 Stat. 413) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d)
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively;

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(c) STAFFING.—The toll-free telephone
system shall be staffed 24 hours a day 7 days
a week by individuals knowledgeable about
Federal motor carrier safety regulations and
procedures.”’; and

(3) in subsection (e) (as redesignated by
paragraph (1) of this section) by striking ‘“for
each of fiscal years 1999 and inserting ‘‘for
fiscal year 1999 and $375,000 for each of fiscal
years 2000”".

(b) DisPLAY OF TELEPHONE NUMBER.—Not
later than 1 year after the date of enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation
shall issue regulations requiring all commer-
cial motor vehicles (as defined in section
31101 of title 49, United States Code) trav-
eling in the United States, including such ve-
hicles registered in foreign countries, to dis-
play the telephone number of the hotline for
reporting safety violations established by
the Secretary under section 4017 of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (49 U.S.C. 31143 note).

Mr. GONZALEZ (during the reading).
Madam Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman,
with the understanding that I will be
withdrawing the amendment subject to
discussions with the chairman and
ranking member, the amendment | am
offering today addresses a very impor-
tant safety issue, and that is the re-
porting of unsafe tractor-trailer drivers
and their equipment. | know that every
Member of this House has been driving
down the road with his or her family
and seen one of the big commercial
trucks speeding, weaving in and out of
lanes and cutting people off. Also, we
have seen trucks that appear to be in
unsafe conditions operating on our
highways.

My amendment would take a step in
addressing this issue. My amendment
would address and require that all
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trucks display the Department of
Transportation hotline number, the 1-
800 number, so that ordinary citizens,
as they view the unsafe drivers or the
unsafe equipment on our highways,
would be able to simply get on their
cell phones, because that is the condi-
tion of society today, and that is we all
have cell phones in our cars, for the
most part, to report these violations,
or the unsafe conditions.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, we
have examined this amendment, and
while | understand the gentleman is
going to withdraw it, we will be happy
to work with the gentleman as we
move to conference on this to see if we
may accommodate his interest.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield, 1 concur in
the chairman’s statement. We are very
pleased to hear the gentleman’s appeal.
It is a very sound and sensible one.
There are 1-800 numbers in other sec-
tors of transportation. This matter
needs further elaboration and we will
work with the gentleman as we proceed
through conference.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, |
appreciate looking to leadership on
this issue, which is a very practical ap-
proach to a very complicated problem,
but | appreciate my colleagues’ assist-
ance as we work through this.

Madam Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent to withdraw the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Are there further amendments to the
bill? There being no further amend-
ments to the bill, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT) having assumed the chair, Mrs.
EMERSON, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2679) to amend title
49, United States Code, to establish the
National Motor Carrier Administration
in the Department of Transportation,
to improve the safety of commercial
motor vehicle operators and carriers,
to strengthen commercial driver’s li-
censes, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 329, she re-
ported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 5,
not voting 11, as follows:
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[Roll No. 501]
YEAS—415

Abercrombie Cubin Hayworth
Ackerman Cummings Hefley
Aderholt Cunningham Herger
Allen Danner Hill (IN)
Archer Davis (FL) Hill (MT)
Armey Davis (IL) Hilleary
Bachus Davis (VA) Hilliard
Baird Deal Hinchey
Baker DeFazio Hinojosa
Baldacci DeGette Hobson
Baldwin Delahunt Hoeffel
Ballenger Del.auro Hoekstra
Barcia DeLay Holden
Barr DeMint Holt
Barrett (NE) Deutsch Hooley
Barrett (WI) Diaz-Balart Horn
Bartlett Dickey Hostettler
Barton Dicks Houghton
Bass Dingell Hoyer
Bateman Dixon Hulshof
Becerra Doggett Hunter
Bentsen Dooley Hutchinson
Bereuter Doolittle Hyde
Berkley Doyle Inslee
Berman Dreier Isakson
Berry Duncan Istook
Biggert Dunn Jackson (IL)
Bilbray Edwards Jackson-Lee
Bilirakis Ehlers (TX)
Bishop Ehrlich Jenkins
Blagojevich Emerson Johnson (CT)
Bliley Engel Johnson, E. B.
Blumenauer English Johnson, Sam
Blunt Eshoo Jones (NC)
Boehlert Etheridge Jones (OH)
Boehner Evans Kanjorski
Bonilla Everett Kaptur
Bonior Ewing Kasich
Bono Farr Kelly
Borski Fattah Kennedy
Boswell Filner Kildee
Boucher Fletcher Kilpatrick
Boyd Foley Kind (WI)
Brady (PA) Forbes King (NY)
Brady (TX) Ford Kleczka
Brown (FL) Fossella Klink
Brown (OH) Fowler Knollenberg
Bryant Frank (MA) Kolbe
Burr Franks (NJ) Kucinich
Burton Frelinghuysen Kuykendall
Callahan Frost LaFalce
Calvert Gallegly LaHood
Camp Ganske Lampson
Campbell Gejdenson Lantos
Canady Gekas Largent
Cannon Gephardt Larson
Capps Gibbons Latham
Capuano Gilchrest LaTourette
Cardin Gillmor Lazio
Castle Gilman Leach
Chabot Gonzalez Lee
Chambliss Goode Levin
Clay Goodlatte Lewis (CA)
Clayton Goodling Lewis (GA)
Clement Gordon Lewis (KY)
Clyburn Goss Linder
Coble Graham Lipinski
Coburn Granger LoBiondo
Collins Green (WI) Lofgren
Combest Greenwood Lowey
Condit Gutierrez Lucas (KY)
Cook Gutknecht Lucas (OK)
Cooksey Hall (OH) Luther
Costello Hall (TX) Maloney (CT)
Coyne Hansen Maloney (NY)
Cramer Hastings (FL) Manzullo
Crane Hastings (WA) Markey
Crowley Hayes Martinez

Mascara Pickering Souder
Matsui Pickett Spence
McCarthy (MO) Pitts Spratt
McCarthy (NY) Pombo Stabenow
McCollum Pomeroy Stark
McCrery Porter Stearns
McDermott Portman Stenholm
McGovern Price (NC) Strickland
McHugh Pryce (OH) Stump
Mclnnis Quinn Stupak
MclIntosh Radanovich Sununu
Mclintyre Rahall Sweeney
McKeon Ramstad Talent
McKinney Rangel Tancredo
McNulty Reyes Tanner
Meehan Reynolds Tauzin
Meek (FL) Riley Taylor (MS)
Meeks (NY) Rivers Taylor (NC)
Menendez Rodriguez Terry
Mica Roemer Thomas
Millender- Rogan Thompson (CA)
McDonald Rogers Thompson (MS)
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher Thornberry
Miller, Gary Ros-Lehtinen Thune
Miller, George Rothman Thurman
Minge Roukema Tiahrt
Mink Roybal-Allard Tierney
Moakley Rush Toomey
Mollohan Ryan (WI) Towns
Moore Ryun (KS) Traficant
Moran (KS) Sabo Turner
Moran (VA) Salmon Udall (CO)
Morella Sanchez Udall (NM)
Murtha Sanders Upton
Myrick Sandlin Velazquez
Nadler Sawyer Vento
Napolitano Saxton Visclosky
Neal Schaffer Vitter
Nethercutt Schakowsky Walden
Ney Scott Walsh
Northup Sensenbrenner Wamp
Norwood Serrano Waters
Nussle Sessions Watkins
Oberstar Shadegg Watt (NC)
Obey Shaw Watts (OK)
Olver Shays Waxman
Ortiz Sherman Weiner
Ose Sherwood Weldon (FL)
Owens Shimkus Weldon (PA)
Oxley Shows Weller
Packard Shuster Wexler
Pallone Simpson Weygand
Pascrell Sisisky Whitfield
Pastor Skeen Wicker
Payne Skelton Wilson
Pease Slaughter Wise
Pelosi Smith (MI) Wolf
Peterson (MN) Smith (NJ) Woolsey
Peterson (PA) Smith (TX) Wu
Petri Smith (WA) Wynn
Phelps Snyder Young (FL)
NAYS—5
Chenoweth-Hage Paul Sanford
Metcalf Royce
NOT VOTING—13
Andrews Green (TX) Scarborough
Buyer Jefferson Tauscher
Carson John Young (AK)
Conyers Kingston
Cox Regula
0 1359

Mr. METCALF changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ““nay.”’

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““To amend title 49, United
States Code, to establish the National
Motor Carrier Safety Administration
in the Department of Transportation,
to improve the safety of commercial
motor vehicle operators and carriers,
to strengthen commercial driver’s li-
censes, and for other purposes.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, during
the vote on H.R. 2679, the Motor Car-
rier Safety Act of 1999, | was unavoid-
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ably delayed. Had | been present, |
would have voted “‘yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, on roll call
votes numbered 500 and 501, | was unavoid-
ably detained because | was tending to family
medical concerns, and | was unable to cast
my vote. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye” on both of these votes.

0O 1400

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 1501, JUVENILE JUSTICE
REFORM ACT OF 1999

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | offer a privileged motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas moves that the
managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill, H.R. 1501, be instructed to insist that—

(1) the committee of conference should im-
mediately have its first substantive meeting
to offer amendments and motions, including
gun safety amendments and motions, and

(2) the committee of conference report a
conference substitute by October 20, the six
month anniversary of the tragedy at Col-
umbine High School in Littleton, Colorado,
and with sufficient opportunity for both the
House and the Senate to consider gun safety
legislation prior to adjournment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) will be recognized for 30 minutes,
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PeEase) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would think this
House of Representatives and the
United States Senate would want to be
known to the American people as a
Congress that works, a Congress that is
responsive, a Congress that is sensitive
to the needs of the American people.

I would prefer not standing here
today. | would prefer actually being in
conference to discuss H.R. 1501, the Ju-
venile Justice Reform Act, that in-
cludes gun safety measures that have
been debated for a long time in the
United States House of Representatives
and, in fact, was passed out of the
United States Senate. Yet now, it is
October 14 and our conference has not
yet had an additional meeting.

Next week, October 20, we will find
ourselves 6 months in the anniversary
or the commemoration of the tragedy
at Columbine High School in Littleton,
Colorado. | believe it is imperative
that the Committee of the Conference
report a conference substitute by that
date, the 6-month anniversary of the
tragedy at Columbine.
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If we were to report a conference sub-
stitute, which we are perfectly able to
do, we would then have sufficient time
to bring to both the House and the Sen-
ate this legislation that the American
people are asking for, along with the
opportunity for the President of the
United States to sign this bill.

Mr. Speaker, we need not repeat the
figures that we have said over and over
again. Thirteen children die every day
from homicides. | have been dealing
with this action and these issues for a
long time. I am reminded of some 6
years ago, almost 7, 1992, 1993, as a
member of the Houston City council,
when we were having in the City of
Houston any number of accidental
shootings, children using guns and
shooting children; babies taking guns;
3-year-olds accidentally finding guns
and shooting another child.

We had a high number of these inci-
dents where children were going into
the emergency room. Fortunately,
some of those children lived, but our
medical professionals told us that we
were spending as much as $65,000 for a
child injured by a gun. We gathered our
heads and our resources in a bipartisan
manner, though my city council is not
Republican or Democrat, and we passed
the gun safety and responsibility act
which held parents responsible, adults,
for children getting guns in their
hands.

Mr. Speaker, we saw a 50 percent de-
cline, 50 percent decline, in the number
of shootings and deaths by children, ac-
cidental, in Harris County and the City
of Houston.

Now, today | stand before this body
begging that we do the responsible
thing, which is to pass gun safety legis-
lation. The Senate passed gun safety
legislation in early May, and the Re-
publican House leadership waited over
a month to consider gun safety legisla-
tion while the NRA drafted a phony
loophole-filled bill that weakened the
current law. More than a month has
passed before conferees were appointed.
We were asking every day, | remember,
before we went on a work recess in Au-
gust.

In the meantime, the Republican
leadership again raised a phony issue
to justify the delay. They actually
claimed the ban on importing high-ca-
pacity ammo clips was a tax bill.

Let me at this point say there are
many Republicans who agree that we
should move forward. We have worked
with the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary on the House side, and
I believe there are many issues that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
and Democrats, along with the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
on the Committee on the Judiciary and
those of us appointed to the conference
committee, can actually agree with.

Why then can we not do what the
conference committee demands of us?
Go to conference and generate a com-
promise to provide more safety fea-
tures, more safety as it relates to guns
for the American people.
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The conference has held only one
meeting, Mr. Speaker, over 2 months
ago, only for the purpose of giving
opening statements. Our appetite was
whet at that time. We thought we were
on the move. We thought we were
going to have other meetings so that
we could pursue this. It is outrageous,
Mr. Speaker, that we have not had a
serious working meeting for some 6
months since Columbine, and we have
still done nothing.

This motion that | am offering today
is an extremely important motion, Mr.
Speaker, because it says the thing that
the American people have sent us to
do. It says, get to work immediately.
Report a conference substitute by Oc-
tober 20, the 6-month anniversary of
Columbine. Let us not have our words
be of no substance, bring no comfort to
the American people.

I remember the leader of this House,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), telling us of the terrible mo-
ment he had in going to the funeral of
those young people in Columbine; and
he said the most moving experience he
had was that of a parent who lost a
child who said, simply, Mr. Leader, will
you do something, will you do some-
thing?

Now, today, October 14, nearly the 6-
month anniversary of that tragedy, we
have done nothing. We must give the
House and the Senate time to consider
gun safety before this session of the
Congress adjourns. Mr. Speaker, this is
a simple request.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as the Speaker knows,
there are many ways to reach deci-
sions. Conference committees do their
work publicly. They do their work pri-
vately and, in fact, the reason that
conferees on this conference committee
are not here on the floor today to re-
spond to the presentation made by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) is that they are at this mo-
ment engaged in negotiations and dis-
cussions on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Ilinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) for vyielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of the motion to instruct conferees on
the juvenile justice bill. A number of
us on this side of the aisle came down
several mornings in a row and read the
names of young people that had died
because of gun violence since Col-
umbine. We read the names of the aver-
age of 13 children Kkilled every day,
a Columbine every day in this country,
due to gun violence. We read their
names, and we read their ages; 10-,
11-, 14-, 15-year-olds killed by gun vio-
lence since Columbine.
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Now the Members of the conference
committee have an opportunity to re-
spond to that, to say we are going to do
something. Are we going to stop all the
killing? No, we are not going to stop
all the killing. Can we save some lives?
Can we save some children from being
on that list? We can do that. Millions
of American families are counting on
Congress to help end the cycle of vio-
lence that has taken the lives of too
many children. We must have a juve-
nile justice bill that includes these
modest, common sense gun safety
measures that are so widely supported
by the American people.

The Senate passed these common
sense gun safety provisions this year,
and it would require the sale of child
safety locks with each handgun. Who
could possibly be opposed? We could
prevent every single accidental shoot-
ing of children that pick up a handgun.

Close the gun show sales loophole.
Why not prevent criminals from get-
ting handguns at gun shows? And ban
the importation of large capacity am-
munition clips. We, however, have
failed to pass any gun safety measures
this year. | urge, along with my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE), the House nego-
tiators to agree to the Senate’s com-
mon sense gun safety measures, and |
urge them to do it now. It is time to
pass, past time to pass, sensible gun
safety legislation to protect our chil-
dren and safeguard our communities.

I urge my colleagues to support this
motion to instruct.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me thank the gen-

tlewoman from Ilinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY), because she has re-
counted where we are in this lack of

activity on this very important issue.
Might | remind my colleagues that Col-
umbine was not the only tragic inci-
dent that we faced with our children
suffering the frightening experience of
having guns in schools and seeing
young people with guns.

Conyers, Georgia, one month after
Littleton, Colorado. In addition, sev-
eral shootings took place in Illinois,
particularly the terrible shooting dur-
ing on the July 4 holiday when Ben-
jamin Nathaniel Smith in a hateful
rampage killed 2 people and injured 9
others. On July 29, Mark Barton from
Atlanta, Georgia, Kkilled nine people
and wounded 13; and on August 5, the
day the conference committee finally
met, Allen Eugene Miller, Pelham, Ala-
bama, went into his former places of
employment and killed two co-workers
and a third person at another company.

None of us have been able to get out
of our minds the terrible tragedy in
Los Angeles of the Jewish Community
Center as we saw babies running out of
their day care center, hands holding on
to police for dear life, while a deranged
shooter who had gotten a gun from a
gun show, ultimately traced back to a
gun show, and took his deranged mind
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and his deranged attitudes and shot in-
dividuals at a day care center and ulti-
mately Killed another individual.

Mr. Speaker, the issue of this motion
to instruct is for the House and the
Senate conferees to get to work.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Chicago,
Illinois (Mr. RusH), my friend and a
member of the Committee on Com-
merce.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this motion to instruct. It is
very simple for me, Mr. Speaker. It is
vital that the conference committee
move forward on this very, very impor-
tant and crucial piece of legislation,
H.R. 1501.

Mr. Speaker, let me remind the Mem-
bers here that the Senate passed gun
safety legislation in early May of this
year, early May, Mr. Speaker. Now it is
mid-October, and we still have no ac-
tion on this particular bill.

The House, Republican House leader-
ship, waited over a month to consider
gun safety legislation. While they wait-
ed, in the back room, in the smoke-
filled back room, the NRA was busy at
work drafting a phony loophole-filled
bill that weakened even the current
law.
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More than a month passed before the
conferees were appointed. In the mean-
time, the Republican leadership raised
phony issues, blue slipping issues to
justify their delay. Any excuse for
delay was the order of the day, any ex-
cuse.

The most suspicious argument was
foisted upon this body, excuse after ex-
cuse, delay after delay. They actually
claim, Mr. Speaker, as a final resort,
they claim the ban on importing high-
capacity ammo clips was really a tax
bill. How ludicrous. How ridiculous.

Mr. Speaker, it is so shameful that
the conference has held only one meet-
ing, and this was over 2 months ago, on
this very, very important and critical
issue.

The people in my district, the First
District of Illinois, they are pleading,
they are begging, they are waiting for
this Congress to do something about
gun safety. They want us to move, and
they want us to move quickly.

Mr. Speaker, 6 months have passed, 6
months since Columbine, and still this
body has done nothing. While we have
sat around like knots on a log, sat
around while guns are taking the lives
of our children all across this Nation.

The Jackson-Lee motion to instruct
simply instructs conferees to get to
work, get to work immediately, get to
work now, report the conference sub-
stitute by October 20, the 6-month an-
niversary of Columbine, and give both
the House and the Senate time to con-
sider gun safety before this session of
Congress adjourns.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate very much
the gentleman from lllinois (Mr. RUSH)
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pointing out that our task here is to
save lives. | want to note that, inter-
estingly enough, the Colt manufacturer
has recognized that the gun has been
an instrument that has been used to
Kill our children in its refusal to manu-
facture any more handguns.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2% minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO), the assistant to the mi-
nority leader.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, nearly 6
months ago, a devastating shooting at
Columbine High School claimed 15
lives. It opened the eyes across the
country to the tragedies that occur
when guns are allowed into children’s
hands. Nearly 6 months and numerous
deaths since Columbine, the Repub-
lican leadership of this House still has
taken no action to keep guns out of the
hands of children and criminals.

It should not take a Columbine or
Jonesboro or a Los Angeles day care
center shooting to get Congress to do
the right thing, to enact common-sense
gun safety measures. Daily double digit
death counts of children because of
guns ought to be enough to spur us to
act.

Sadly, nearly 6 months since Col-
umbine, nothing has been done. The
Republican leadership that tried to
water down and Kill gun safety legisla-
tion at the bidding of the NRA earlier
this year seems to be on the NRA pay-
roll still.

The House and Senate are supposed
to be working toward a compromise on
juvenile justice legislation, but only
one meeting has been held in the past
2 months, and it was only a symbolic
gathering.

It is time for action. We need a
strong bill that will keep firearms out
of the hands of those who should not
have them. At the very least, the final
bill must include the Senate-passed
gun safety measures and exclude the
kind of poison pills that Republican
leaders recently have used to try to
block essential efforts such as cam-
paign finance reform and a patients’
bill of rights. Children’s lives are much
too important for such games.

Just this week, families in Con-
necticut were given another chilling
reminder of the need to keep children
and guns apart. The Hartford Courant’s
headlines captures what has become all
too familiar: “Two Boys, A Gun, An-
other Nightmare.” It reads, ‘“In the
Montville case, State police said Aus-
tin Lamb, 7, and brother Alex Lamb, 9,
were apparently playing with a long-
barreled weapon, either a rifle or a
shotgun, in their grandparents’ bed-
room when the gun went off Sunday
morning. Austin died of a single gun-
shot wound to the head.”

It is time for Congress to enact com-
mon-sense gun safety measures. Let us
be responsive to the parents, to the
families, to the children of this coun-
try. | applaud the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and her mo-
tion to instruct.
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Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | voted for this legisla-
tion when it was up for a House vote,
and it failed to get the appropriate
number of votes. | think it is a shame
that there was a disagreement, maybe,
on both sides with the suggestion that
there be a 24-hour waiting period, a

concern somewhat about whether 24
hours was legitimate.
I called the FBI, and | said, well,

what happens in the current 3-day
waiting period when you find after-
wards that some individual has lied on
the application plus taken possession
of the gun? They said, well, there were
many of those, something like 5,000
last year that they found out after the
3-day waiting period that they com-
mitted, really, two felonies. They com-
mitted one felony on lying on the ap-
plication and they committed another
felony by taking possession of that gun
when they were prior-convicted felons.

| said, well, what happens then? They
said, well, in all except a few cases, be-
cause they had committed a double fel-
ony, we went after them aggressively.
We called the ATF. We called local law
enforcement. We not only caught and
started prosecuting most all of those
individuals that we found out later had
violated two laws, really, but we con-
fiscated the weapons.

So it seems to me that, in the ques-
tion of 24 hours, if somehow we have
that good of record in terms of ATF
and FBI and local law enforcement
going after these individuals now that
have committed two felonies, that
there is some advantage in coming to
some kind of an agreement that is rea-
sonable to help assure that we close
this loophole at gun shows and simply
do not let it go on for partisan reasons.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me comment. | was
trying to agree with the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH), particu-
larly if the gentleman is talking about
we need to close gun show loopholes. |
have to remind the gentleman that one
of the problems with the initiatives we
passed in the House was that it opened
a gaping loophole which most law en-
forcement opposed.

The limitation of 24 hours would not
protect or provide opportunity for law
enforcement to check gun shows that
fall usually on Saturdays and Sundays.
It does not give them the 3-day or 72
hours that was needed to close the
loopholes that would allow the Mack
truck, and | do not want to put any-
thing on truckers, of criminals to drive
through it, get their guns, and commit
10 felonies, not just two felonies.

So | hope the gentleman from Michi-
gan is, in fact, agreeing that we in the
conference committee can get to this
meeting and develop a compromise
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that would truly close the loopholes
that we are all facing that allows
criminals to get guns in their hands
and to commit felonies.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN), who is a former
prosecutor and joins me as a member of
the conference committee on H.R. 1501,
trying to pass real gun safety.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) for her motion to in-
struct conferees in this issue. | have to
say it is unacceptable, unconscionable
that we have had one meeting in the
conference committee as violence con-
tinues, as accidents with guns continue
all across this country, and Congress
does nothing.

The fact of the matter is, in America
today, 13 young children a day die as a
result of gun violence. As | go across
my District in Massachusetts and talk
to students, talk to high school stu-
dents, talk to young people, they say,
why is it that we can have so many
problems with guns in America? Why is
it that we could let 6 months go by
from the tragedy in Columbine High
and have the Congress of the United
States respond by doing nothing?

We had a meeting of the conference
committee, one meeting, and there was
a discussion, and everybody sort of dug
in. We have made zero progress.

The other body stood up and took a
vote on gun safety measures that are
reasonable, that make sense. The time
has come to enact this legislation.

How frustrating it is to go back to
my home district in Massachusetts and
talk to the law enforcement commu-
nity or to talk to the people that have
been involved with the gun safety pro-
gram in Boston, Massachusetts, a na-
tional model, and try to explain to
them why we cannot get anything done
in the Congress of the United States to
send reasonable gun safety measures
over to the President for his signature.

I cannot help but think, Mr. Speaker,
about the enormous influence of these
special interests, whether it is the NRA
or the other groups that are trying to
prevent the Congress from doing the
right thing in this legislation, and just
to look to see the enormous influence
that they have in making contribu-
tions to the political system that is in
desperate need of reform as that issue
is debated in the other body. How for-
tunate we could be if we could take
away the special interests and make
decisions based on the merits.

The time has come for this Congress
to take action. How many Kkids need to
die before this Congress steps up to the
plate and passes real gun safety legisla-
tion? We should be ashamed of the fact
that we have let 6 months go by with
the American public crying for action,
crying for reasonable gun safety meas-
ures, but here we are capitulating, pro-
crastinating, delaying.

| thank the gentlewoman from Texas
for her motion, and | urge my col-
leagues to push the members of the
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conference committee to stop this
delay and pass real meaningful gun
safety legislation.

All we have to do is look at the trag-
edies that happen across this country.
How many more children need to die as
a result of lack of reasonable gun safe-
ty measures before this Congress takes
a stand? All my colleagues need to do
is talk to the members of the school
departments in their district, to talk
to young people, to talk to law enforce-
ment officials. The time has come for
action, reasonable gun safety meas-
ures.

So | urge the Congress to vote in
favor of the Jackson-Lee motion to in-
struct conferees. | ask the Members of
this body to move the conference com-
mittee ahead, and let us send this issue
to the President within the next week
or so. America is waiting for our ac-
tion.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to ask the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MEEHAN), we serve on the conference
committee, but | also know in our
work together in the Committee on the
Judiciary, his work as a former pros-
ecutor, there is some complaint or
angst about the enforcement of laws. |
do not think any of us have disagreed
with the enforcement of laws.

But maybe the gentleman can com-
ment on the value of having laws on
the books that will be tools by which
various loopholes can be closed so that
prosecutors, whether they are State
prosecutors or Federal prosecutors,
can, in fact, have the tools to be able
to prosecute.

The way the legislation is now pos-
tured out of the House as juxtaposed
against the Senate, the conference is
the only place where we can put to-
gether a good substitute to give those
tools to close the loopholes where
criminals every day are marching into
gun shows randomly and recklessly
taking guns and using them against in-
nocent law-abiding citizens.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) to
talk about the tools.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from Texas on that. |
guess the best evidence that | would
present is the Boston gun safety trac-
ing program that even the opponents of
gun safety measures in the conference
committee brought up the Boston pro-
gram and said that is a model. Let us
just enforce those laws that are on the
books.
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The reality is that there are States,
and Massachusetts is one of them, that
are taking the initiative to go beyond
what the Federal has. They have not
waited for the Congress to act. Because
if they waited for the Congress to act,
under the Massachusetts gun safety
laws, we would not have been able to
institute the gun safety measures in
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Boston where guns that are used in the
commission of a crime are being traced
and those tracing those guns have en-
abled them to pull in more arrests, to
reduce violence in Boston, to reduce vi-
olence in any of the jurisdictions where
they have undertaken these gun safety
projects.

But we need to provide the tools for
law enforcement to take those models
across the country where they have
worked to learn from those areas of the
country where we have all actually
been able to reduce violence with guns
and use those procedures and use those
law enforcement techniques across the
country.

One of the things we want to see in
this bill passed is the resources to im-
plement the tools of those areas where
they are working so effectively.

I heard members of the conference
committee on both sides of the aisle
talking about the areas of the country
where gun safety measures have
worked with law enforcement working
with the schools and working with
prosecutors, working with the U.S. At-
torney’s Office and the FBI. And |
would suggest that that effort in Bos-
ton, a national model where violence
with handguns and violence with guns
have dramatically been reduced as a
result of it, that is all we need to look
at. The fact is, Massachusetts has en-
acted gun safety legislation that Fed-
eral law enforcement officers have been
able to use to make that program so ef-
fective.

So | think that if we look at those
national models, then it is clear to see
that we have an enormous opportunity
to reduce gun violence measures sim-
ply by giving law enforcement the
tools that they need.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, let me
also note and compliment the commu-
nity of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MEEHAN) for having at least
18 months to 2 years where they did not
have the shooting of one single teen-
ager, | believe, through this program,
which means that his community had
the tools, prosecutors had the tools,
law enforcement had the tools in order
to ensure that they save lives.

It really strikes me as strange that
those who argue, our Republican
friends, let law enforcement enforce
the laws would now have a stalemate
where we cannot even get into the con-
ference committee and discuss amend-
ments such as the one that | am recom-
mending where children have to be ac-
companied by adults going to gun
shows, where we are closing that 24-
hour loophole, and where we are recog-
nizing that trigger locks are impor-
tant, ammunition clips utilized by
Buford Furrow on August 10, as we just
mentioned, who ran into a Jewish com-
munity center and subsequently Killed
a postal worker with guns with an
automatic clip.

These are laws that we can in a con-
sensus come to pass, hand over, if you
will, those laws to the United States
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attorneys and to local officials to begin
to enforce these. And yet we would not
doit.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, why in
the world would anyone think it is a
bad idea to have an adult with a young
person that goes into a gun show to
buy a gun? Why in the world would
anybody think that it is okay for chil-
dren in America to go into a gun show
and get a gun without the requisite
background checks? Why would any-
body think that is okay?

No one in this country thinks it is
okay. Eighty-five percent of Americans
say, why can we not do something
about it? So | thank the gentlewoman
for her comments, and the point that
she brings up is just so valid. Who
would ever think that was okay?

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 2% minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN), a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the very distinguished gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) for bringing this legislation up.

Obviously, the purpose of this is to
continue to keep the public focused on
the urgency and importance of gun leg-
islation. It is unfortunate we use the
term ‘‘gun control.” This is simply
common sense attempts to do what ra-
tional people would want done in the
context of what has become a crisis sit-
uation in our schools and in our com-
munities.

But what this legislation that has
been suggested does not do is terribly
important to emphasize. It does not
prevent anyone from using rifles. It
does not make it illegal to own hand-
guns. It does not confiscate or require
the registration of handguns. It does
only three relatively marginal things.
It says if they are at gun shows, then
they ought to have the same require-
ments as retail gun shop owners in sell-
ing handguns. That makes sense, have
the same requirements.

Why make it so much easier for peo-
ple at a gun show? Why should we be
importing large magazine clips? That
does not make a lot of sense. They are
not for the purpose of hunting. They
are for the purpose of killing, and they
are the weapons of choice for drug deal-
ers. And then why not have child safety
locks?

We do not let children drive auto-
mobiles. We require them to know
what they are doing. We ought to make
it difficult for children to be able to
have access to guns. It seems to me
these are marginal things, and they are
suggested in the light of a critical situ-
ation.

Canada and other civilized countries
have about a dozen deaths from fire-
arms in a year. We have over 20,000.
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That is too many. Look at the dif-
ferences. It is not that people hunt less
in Canada. They hunt more. But they
require people that have access to guns
to be able to know how to use them.
That is common sense.

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | advise my colleagues
that we understand this is a difficult,
complex, and emotional issue. It is not
an issue without disagreement between
members of both political parties with-
in the parties and between the parties.

Even today, conferees from our party
are working to try and reach a resolu-
tion on these terribly complex issues.
But they are faced with the fact that
there is not consensus within the
Democratic party, nor is there con-
sensus within the Republican party,
nor is there consensus within the
House or the Nation within the spe-
cifics. Yet, they are committed to
bringing a conference committee re-
port to this House before the end of
this session for our consideration. We
should give them the time to do so.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a simple propo-
sition to my colleagues. It is about
keeping guns out of the hands of chil-
dren and criminals. It is a vote to en-
courage the conference to meet.

My good friend on the Committee on
the Judiciary knows full well that the
Democrats are not engaged in this de-
bate, that they are not inside these ne-
gotiations. American people want ac-
tion. That action, Mr. Speaker, is to
vote for this motion to instruct, that
we have a substitute before October 20
to keep guns out of the hands of chil-
dren and guns out of the hands of
adults, to stop the proliferation of guns
in this Nation and the Kkilling of 13
children by guns every single day.

The American mothers, the Amer-
ican fathers, the American families
want us to stand up and be counted
against this kind of tragedy in Amer-
ica.

For my friends in Texas, this is not a
vote against the Second Amendment.
This is a vote for the Constitution and
for the Second Amendment. Gun safety
must be passed in America.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the mo-
tion.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 174, nays
249, not voting 10, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 502]

YEAS—174
Abercrombie Gonzalez Obey
Ackerman Gutierrez Olver
Allen Hastings (FL) Owens
Andrews Hinojosa Pallone
Baldacci Hoeffel Pascrell
Baldwin Holt Pastor
Barrett (WI) Hooley Payne
Becerra Horn Pelosi
Bentsen Hoyer Pomeroy
Berkley Inslee Porter
Berman Jackson (IL) Price (NC)
Bilbray Jackson-Lee Ramstad
Blagojevich (TX) Rangel
Blumenauer Johnson, E. B. Reyes
Boehlert Jones (OH) Rivers
Bonior Kennedy Rodriguez
Borski Kildee Rogan
Brady (PA) Kilpatrick Rothman
Brown (FL) Kleczka Roukema
Brown (OH) Kucinich Roybal-Allard
Campbell Kuykendall Rush
Capps LaFalce Sabo
Capuano Lantos Sanchez
Cardin Larson Sanders
Clay Lazio Sawyer
Clayton Leach Schakowsky
Clyburn Lee Scott
Coyne Levin Serrano
Crowley Lewis (GA) Shays
Cummings Lipinski Sherman
Davis (FL) Lofgren Slaughter
Davis (IL) Lowey Smith (WA)
Davis (VA) Luther Snyder
DeFazio Maloney (CT) Spratt
DeGette Maloney (NY) Stabenow
Delahunt Markey Stark
DeLauro Martinez Stupak
Deutsch Matsui Tancredo
Dicks McCarthy (MO) Tauscher
Dixon McCarthy (NY) Thompson (CA)
Doggett McDermott Thompson (MS)
Dooley McGovern Tierney
Doyle McNulty Towns
Dunn Meehan Udall (CO)
Edwards Meek (FL) Udall (NM)
Engel Meeks (NY) Upton
Eshoo Menendez Velazquez
Evans Millender- Vento
Farr McDonald Visclosky
Fattah Miller, George Waters
Filner Mink Watt (NC)
Forbes Moakley Waxman
Ford Moore Weiner
Frank (MA) Moran (VA) Wexler
Franks (NJ) Morella Weygand
Frelinghuysen Nadler Woolsey
Frost Napolitano Wu
Gejdenson Neal Wynn
Gephardt Oberstar

NAYS—249
Aderholt Boyd Cubin
Archer Brady (TX) Cunningham
Armey Bryant Danner
Bachus Burr Deal
Baird Burton DelLay
Baker Callahan DeMint
Ballenger Calvert Diaz-Balart
Barcia Camp Dickey
Barr Canady Dingell
Barrett (NE) Cannon Doolittle
Bartlett Castle Dreier
Barton Chabot Duncan
Bass Chambliss Ehlers
Bateman Chenoweth-Hage Ehrlich
Bereuter Clement Emerson
Berry Coble English
Biggert Coburn Etheridge
Bilirakis Collins Everett
Bishop Combest Ewing
Bliley Condit Fletcher
Blunt Cook Foley
Boehner Cooksey Fossella
Bonilla Costello Fowler
Bono Cox Gallegly
Boswell Cramer Ganske
Boucher Crane Gekas
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Gibbons Lewis (KY) Salmon
Gilchrest Linder Sandlin
Gillmor LoBiondo Sanford
Gilman Lucas (KY) Saxton
Goode Lucas (OK) Schaffer
Goodlatte Manzullo Sensenbrenner
Goodling Mascara Sessions
Gordon McCollum Shadegg
Goss McCrery Shaw
Graham McHugh Sherwood
Granger Mclnnis Shimkus
Green (WI) Mclntosh Shows
Greenwood Mcintyre Shuster
Gutknecht McKeon Simpson
Hall (OH) Metcalf Sisisky
Hall (TX) Mica Skeen
Hansen Miller (FL) Skelton
Hastings (WA) Miller, Gary Smith (MI)
Hayes Minge Smith (NJ)
Hayworth Mollohan Smith (TX)
Hefley Moran (KS) Souder
Herger Murtha Spence
Hill (IN) Myrick Stearns
Hill (MT) Nethercutt Stenholm
Hilleary Ney Strickland
Hilliard Northup Stump
Hinchey Norwood Sununu
Hobson Nussle Sweeney
Hoekstra Ortiz Talent
Holden Ose Tanner
Hostettler Oxley Tauzin
Houghton Packard Taylor (MS)
Hulshof Paul Taylor (NC)
Hunter Pease Terry
Hutchinson Peterson (MN) Thomas
Hyde Peterson (PA) Thornberry
Isakson Petri Thune
Istook Phelps Thurman
Jenkins Pickering Tiahrt
Johnson (CT) Pickett Toomey
Johnson, Sam Pitts Traficant
Jones (NC) Pombo Turner
Kanjorski Portman Vitter
Kaptur Pryce (OH) Walden
Kasich Quinn Walsh
Kelly Radanovich Wamp
Kind (WI) Rahall Watkins
King (NY) Regula Watts (OK)
Klink Reynolds Weldon (FL)
Knollenberg Riley Weldon (PA)
Kolbe Roemer Weller
LaHood Rogers Whitfield
Lampson Rohrabacher Wicker
Largent Ros-Lehtinen Wilson
Latham Royce Wise
LaTourette Ryan (WI) Wolf
Lewis (CA) Ryun (KS) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—10
Buyer Jefferson Scarborough
Carson John Young (AK)
Conyers Kingston
Green (TX) McKinney
0 1501
Messrs. PETRI, GREENWOOD,
THOMAS, PICKERING, GANSKE,

SMITH of Texas, NUSSLE and HILL-
IARD changed their vote from ‘“‘yea’ to
“nay.”

Messrs. LAZIO, JACKSON of Illinois,
FRELINGHUYSEN and VISCLOSKY

changed their vote from ‘nay” to
“yea.”

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3064, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 330 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 330

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3064) making appro-
priations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, and for other purposes. The bill shall
be considered as read for amendment. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill to final passage without in-
tervening motion except: (1) one hour of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentleman from Georgia

(Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FRoOST), pending which
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 330 is
a closed rule providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 3064, the D.C. appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 2000. The rule
provides for 1 hour of general debate di-
vided equally between the chairman
and the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. Ad-
ditionally, the rule waives all points of
order against the bill. House Resolu-
tion 330 also provides for one motion to
recommit with or without instructions,
as is the right of the minority of the
House.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 330 is
a closed rule recognizing the full and
fair debate that the House had on simi-
lar legislation on July 27, 1999. This
rule will assist the House to move for-
ward in the appropriations process.

I regret that it is necessary to bring
another appropriations measure to the
floor to fund the District of Columbia.
As my colleagues know, Congress sent
a bill to President Clinton on Sep-
tember 16 of this year that funded the
District government at levels above
those requested by the President and
with almost no changes from the bill
he signed a year earlier. Unfortunately,
the President used this bill to send an
early message to Congress and the
American people he would be playing
politics with the budget again this

ear.
yThe precursor to the underlying leg-
islation, H.R. 2587, appropriated the
total of $429 million in Federal funding
support for the District, 35 million
above the President’s request. The bill
sent 6.8 billion in District funds back
to the people of Washington, $40 mil-
lion more than was requested by the
President. Apparently, Mr. Speaker,
this was not enough.

I was very disappointed when the
President vetoed the District funding
bill, but 1 was most surprised by the
issue cited by the President in his veto
message. The President chose to put a
bizarre agenda of free needles and le-
galized drugs over the interests of the
citizens of Washington, D.C. He vetoed
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it because it would not allow the Dis-
trict to distribute needles to drug ad-
dicts or legalize marijuana.

The President’s intent to allow the
District to use Federal dollars to fund
needle exchanges is only the latest
time he has been on the wrong side of
this issue. Last year Secretary Shalala
indicated the Clinton administration
would lift the ban on Federal funding,
but when the drug czar, Barry McCaf-
frey, denounced the move saying it
would sanction drug use, the White
House upheld the Federal ban but con-
tinues to trumpet the effectiveness of
needle exchange programs. This clever
triangulation technique saved him
from a political debacle; but it exposed
his true convictions on this issue.

What kind of message do we send to
our kids when our government tells
them not to do drugs, but then supplies
them with needles? As noted by the
Heritage Foundation’s Joe Loconte,
quote, “The Clinton administration
has tacitly embraced a profoundly mis-
guided notion that we must not con-
front drug abusers on moral grounds.
Instead we should use medical inter-
ventions to minimize the harm and the
behavior it invites,”” close quotes.

Such a policy ignores that drug ad-
diction is an illness of the soul as much
as the body. We, as a Nation, have a re-
sponsibility to set moral and legal
standards that demand responsible be-
havior and enabling drug users to en-
gage in illegal behavior does nothing to
end their tragic addiction or stop the
spread of drugs in America.

Another reason President Clinton ve-
toed this bill is because he believes the
District residents should be allowed to
legalize marijuana. Not only does the
President want D.C. residents to be
able to use marijuana, but he also
wants them to be able to grow it for
their friends. Once again his own drug
czar, General Barry McCaffrey, has
said that, quote, ““Smoked marijuana is
not medicine. It has no curative impact
at all,” close quotes.

In fact, the drug czar advises against
using marijuana for medical purposes,
exactly the language used in the D.C.
referendum. Still, the President vetoed
the D.C. appropriations bill over this
issue. This completely undercuts the
consistent and responsible ““Just Say
No’’ message by General McCaffrey and
Congress who are working to keep ille-
gal drugs out of our schools and off our
streets.

Over the last several months Con-
gress and the President have been de-
bating over the best way to spend the
American people’s hard-earned tax dol-
lars. We have talked about education,
Social Security, and our national de-
fense. We have a lot of differences on
these issues, but this is something |
had hoped that we could agree on.
Spending taxpayer dollars to fuel the
habit of drug addicts is not only irre-
sponsible, it is wrong.

There was a time when the President
agreed that these provisions made



H10084

sense. That time was 1 year ago when
the President signed into law a District
appropriations bill that contained the
same responsible restrictions on Fed-
eral funds. This year, though, Presi-
dent Clinton has changed his tune and
set aside the war on drugs for a war in
Congress. | doubt the American people
would consider this move a valuable
use of public funds.

Some of my colleagues on the other
side are going to use today’s rule as an
opportunity to harass this Congress
and its leadership, but the real lack of
leadership here is in the White House.
When thousands of police officers work
the streets every day to rid our Nation
of drugs, they should at least be able to
expect that the chief law enforcement
officer in the land supports them and
the laws that they protect. Congress
has worked with the President on some
of the objections he raised to the bill,
but this Congress will not be moved
from its conviction that legalized drugs
and enabling drug users sends all the
wrong messages to our young people as
they wrestle with these issues in our
communities back home.

I congratulate the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. IsToOK) for his admi-
rable work on this legislation, and |
urge my colleagues to support this fair
rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican major-
ity is going to spend a lot of time
today talking about marijuana and
needles and drug addicts. | want to
make it very clear that 1 am not in
favor of the legalization of marijuana
or needle exchange or doing anything
that will further the use of illegal
drugs in the District of Columbia or
anywhere else in this country. But, Mr.
Speaker, | also want my Republican
colleagues to understand why many
Democrats are going to oppose this
rule and oppose this bill. We are going
to oppose the bill and the rule because
the Republican majority does not want
to talk about anything else except
what they want to talk about. No one
else can get a word in edge-wise. We
are going to oppose the bill because the
Republican majority refuses to sit at
the table with the administration, with
the delegate from the District of Co-
lumbia, or with the Democratic mem-
bers of the Committee on Appropria-
tions to negotiate on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, we are now way beyond
any one rider in this bill. The adminis-
tration, the District, and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NorTON) have all indicated that
they are willing to be flexible on these
issues. We oppose this rule and this bill
because the Republican majority has
closed the process and will not even
give the people of the District of Co-
lumbia the simple courtesy of listening
to their concerns.

Mr. Speaker, | had the opportunity in
recent weeks to point out to my Re-
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publican colleagues that it seems they
support local control only when it suits
their purpose. Round two of the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriations for
fiscal year 2000 is another case in point.
This bill is no improvement over the
last because the Republican majority
seems intent on adopting an attitude of
Father Knows Best. Following the
President’s veto of the first D.C. appro-
priations bill, the Republican majority
refused to sit down and talk about
what should be done to move this bill.
Instead, the Republican majority has
chosen to use the D.C. appropriations
bill as a political paint brush in an at-
tempt to unfairly paint the administra-
tion and congressional Democrats as
being soft on drugs.

I want to reiterate that I am not en-
dorsing the legalization of marijuana
or making needles available to IV drug
users. No, Mr. Speaker, I am endorsing
the idea of allowing the District the
right that every other jurisdiction in
this country now enjoys, the right of
self-determination. The Republican
majority has denied over a half million
people that right by refusing to engage
in any discussion about how best to
settle this matter. As a consequence, |
will join the delegate from the District
of Columbia in opposing this bill.

To add insult to injury, the Repub-
lican majority is bringing this bill to
the floor under a completely closed
rule. |1 think it is a forgone conclusion
what the outcome of any vote on any
of these issues might be. But the fact
that the Republican majority does not
want to give the delegate this oppor-
tunity to represent her constituents is
really unconscionable.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

At this time | would like to point out
to my friend from Texas (Mr. FROST)
that making this administration look
bad on drug policies is the easiest thing
we can do.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. IsTOOK), chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations’ Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LIN-
DER) for yielding time.

I think it is important to note that
the reason we will discuss certain
issues today is not because I, as author
of the bill and chairman of the sub-
committee, it is not because | have se-
lected some issues to talk about. The
reasons we will talk about certain
issues today, the reason is that the
President of the United States, Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, sent to this
Congress a veto of the bill that we sent
him to fund the District of Columbia;
and the President of the United States
selected seven reasons in his veto mes-
sage that he wrote to Congress, that
William Jefferson Clinton said are the
reasons he vetoed the bill and that peo-
ple on the other side of the aisle have
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accepted as their reasons for opposing
it.

Now, contrary to what the gentleman
has represented, I know personally be-
cause | am the one involved, that we
have sought endlessly to talk with the
Members on the other side of the aisle,
with the delegate from the District of
Columbia. | have talked personally
with the President’s representative,
Mr. Jack Lew of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget; | have offered to sit
down with him whenever he was will-
ing to do so. They do not respond, and
I will not yield, not at this time. We
have offered. They just want to say,
““Oh, the District of Columbia ought to
be free to make up its own mind if
marijuana is going to be legal here.”
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Now, Mr. Speaker, | would submit
that we can save $16 billion a year of
taxpayers’ money if the President and
my friends on the other side of the
aisle want to go ahead and surrender in
the national war against drugs, be-
cause that is how much we are spend-
ing. And if we say that any part of the
country can declare itself a safe haven,
a safe haven for marijuana or any
other drug, then the result is going to
be we no longer have a national policy
against drugs, we no longer have a na-
tional law, so why are we spending this
$16 billion a year.

I did not pick this fight. The Presi-
dent, the President vetoed the bill for
this reason. The delegate for the Dis-
trict of Columbia took the House floor
and in conversations has said, oh, let
us make up our own minds whether we
are going to honor and obey the drug
laws that cover the rest of the country.
I read an editorial in the paper today
that said, the new phrase is probably
going to be that D.C. stands for Drug
Capital, because of the people that will
want to flock here. And for people to
use the pretense, the pretense that oh,
this is about local control, this is
about people able to make their own
decisions, is such a red herring. If we
want a Federal law, if it is important
to have a Federal law on issues, then
make it uniform and national. If not, it
is no good.

Mr. Speaker, I am reading from the
President’s veto statement that he
sent to this Congress when he vetoed
the bill. 1 am quoting his own words:
““Congress has interfered in local deci-
sions in this bill in a way that it would
not have done to any other local juris-
diction in the country,” which, Mr.
Speaker, is frankly absurd, because the
drug laws cover every city in the coun-
try. He went on: “The bill would pro-
hibit the District from legislating with

respect to certain controlled sub-
stances. Of course, he means mari-
juana.” That is all the bill talked

about. It says the District of Columbia
has to follow the same drug laws as the
rest of the country, and he objects to
that. The President wrote this. He
went on to say, ‘‘Congress should not
impose such conditions on the District
of Columbia.”
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Mr. Speaker, if he does not want a
national law to combat the terrible
scourge and plague of drugs, that is his
position; he is entitled to it; and | am
entitled to object.

Let me read what the police chief of
Washington, D.C. has submitted pub-
licly about this whole effort. This is a
statement that was put out by the po-
lice chief of Washington, D.C. a year
ago when this issue arose, when they
had this ballot initiative. | quote Chief
Charles Ramsey: ‘““Legalized marijuana
under the guise of medicine is a sure-
fire prescription for more marijuana on
the streets of D.C., more trafficking
and abuse, and more drug-related crime
and violence in our neighborhoods.
This measure would provide adequate
cover in the name of medicine for of-
fenders whose real purpose is to manu-
facture, distribute, and abuse mari-
juana,” end of quote. These efforts are
going on around the country.

The Clinton administration sent its
drug policy people here to Capitol Hill
to testify long before this bill ever
came up, and it was the testimony
from the Clinton White House’s Drug
Czar, General Barry McCaffrey, testi-
mony to this Congress, quote: ‘““Medical
marijuana initiatives present even
greater risks to our young people.
Referenda that tell our children that
marijuana is a medicine sends them
the wrong signal about the dangers of
illegal drugs, increasing the likelihood
that more children will turn to drugs.
Permitting the medical use of smoked
marijuana,” and he put medical in
quotes, ““‘will send a false and powerful
message to our adolescents that mari-
juana use is beneficial. If pot is medi-
cine, teenagers, rightfully, will reason,
how can it hurt you? We can ill afford
to send our children a mixed-up mes-
sage on marijuana.”

Testimony to this Congress from the
White House’s own Drug Czar, now con-
tradicted by the President.

And then the Drug Enforcement
Agency, part of the Clinton adminis-
tration’s Justice Department, in testi-
mony just this summer to this Con-
gress, told us, and | quote again: ‘“Med-
ical marijuana is merely the first tac-
tical maneuver in an overall strategy
that will lead to the eventual legaliza-
tion of all drugs,” end of quote. That is
the Clinton administration’s own Jus-
tice Department.

But now they say, under a pretext, a
pretense of local control, let us say it
is okay for Washington, D.C., under
flimsy guidelines to legalize mari-
juana.

We have had testimony from the
Clinton administration’s own antidrug
people that we pay through our tax
money confirming that smoking mari-
juana is never medically indicated. It
is not necessary to relieve any suf-
fering or health problems. And the Jus-
tice Department testified to us that
these so-called medical marijuana ini-
tiatives are draining their resources,
robbing them of time and money and
resources, to fight the drug problems,
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because they have to deal with these
spurious attempts to override national
drug laws with these local initiatives.
That is the administration’s point.

This bill expressly, expressly dis-
proves the effort that was put on the
ballot in Washington, D.C. to legalize
marijuana in the Nation’s Capital. If
one votes against the bill, one is voting
that it is okay to have drugs legalized
in Washington, D.C. | do not care how
much one claims to the contrary, | do
not care how many smoke screens one
throws up to us, that is the issue. Hide
behind whatever one thinks is big
enough to hide behind. But the issue is,
are we against drugs? Are we trying to
combat drugs before they get ahold of
our Kkids, or are we declaring a truce
and a surrender in the war against
drugs? We are going to yield back this
country one city at a time, one State
at a time; go ahead and legalize it here,
undercut all the drug laws, we do not
care. | do not care what argument one
throws up against it. That is the issue.

The President of the United States
picked the issue by vetoing this bill
and sending the veto message that he
did, and no one can escape that.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas for yielding me this
time.

To the gentleman from Oklahoma,
what | would like to suggest, notwith-
standing all of the rhetoric that the
gentleman just shared with us, is that
if the gentleman would agree to add
one word and drop one provision that
has nothing to do with drugs, then we
would accept this bill, this bill gets
signed, and this whole discussion is
moot. It will be done. We cannot tell
the President what to do, but from this
side; not that we would want to dis-
agree with the gentleman’s premise,
but the reality is that if the gentleman
would simply let the District of Colum-
bia use its own funds to review the
court cases that are currently involved
so that the D.C. Corporation Council
can advise the D.C. City Council on
what cases are currently pending in
court, then we could accept this. That
is all we are asking.

We are not fighting on this drug
issue. We may disagree; we may feel
that D.C. has the right to determine
what is in its own interests. We may
feel that it is appropriate to allow pri-
vate funds to be used for legal pur-
poses. But we also recognize we have a
responsibility for the District of Co-
lumbia government to be able to func-
tion; and the fact is, this is a decent
appropriations bill if it were not for all
of these ideological riders.

The gentleman will recall that in the
full Committee on Appropriations, we
got some compromises. We did not ask
for a lot. We got a compromise where
the majority of the committee, bipar-
tisan, agreed we will just put in with
the use of public funds for any needle
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program. Forget the fact that it is used
so that they can provide drug treat-
ment and counseling and so on. Go
ahead and ban the use of public funds,
but do not try, through a Federal ap-
propriations bill, to say private people
cannot contribute money for private
purposes. It is a nonprofit private orga-
nization. That is all we asked.

So there was a compromise, and we
went to this floor in a spirit of com-
promise. And if the gentleman will re-
call, that bill passed overwhelmingly.
It was a good appropriations bill. It
was a right thing for the District of Co-
lumbia. We go into conference and
there is virtually nothing that hap-
pens. We lose that spirit of com-
promise.

Now we are here on the floor. | would
not want to suggest that the only rea-
son we are here is so that we can make
some charges against the Clinton ad-
ministration and the Democrats,
charges that are clearly unfounded,
charges that are clearly not right. In
fact, the Clinton administration came
out strongly against the medicinal use
of marijuana even, came out strongly
against any of the programs that the
gentleman is suggesting. The gen-
tleman has already quoted Clinton ad-
ministration officials, but what they
want to preserve is the right of the
citizens of the District of Columbia to
run their own affairs. That is the issue
here.

All that the gentleman would have to
do is to add one word, and that is ‘“‘Fed-
eral,” simply add that with regard to
voting rights. That is all that we are
talking about. And then, D.C. City
Council can use public money, local,
tax revenue so that its D.C. Corpora-
tion Council can advise it on bills that
directly affect the D.C. government
that are in the court.

Right now, the gentleman says D.C.
government cannot use its own local
funds to even advise the D.C. council
on the status of the voting rights legis-
lation. That is not fair. Prohibit Fed-
eral funds; do not prohibit D.C. local
funds. Make that adjustment; we will
find a way to get this bill over to the
President’s desk; and we will rec-
ommend signature. And we will have
fulfilled our responsibility.

So for all of the protestations, for all
of the rhetoric, here we have a negotia-
tion. It is a reasonable offer. It has
nothing to do with drugs, nothing to do
with the social riders that the gen-
tleman has been talking about. Accept
it, we will move forward. We will fight
these other issues maybe in another
year, or on another appropriations bill,
but let us do the right thing by the
D.C. government, by the D.C. citizens.
Let us keep this out of some omnibus
bill where they lose control of the ulti-
mate fate of this bill. It is a small bill.
Let us do the right thing on this.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. TIAHRT).

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Georgia for yield-
ing me this time.
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This is new, it has not been discussed
before, and | would suggest that the
gentleman from Virginia get together
with the chairman of the committee,
because this is not what we are hearing
from the administration. The adminis-
tration is saying we have some real
problems with local control. We want
them to go ahead and put in the provi-
sions to legalize marijuana for medical
purposes.

So | think we ought to just look at
the provisions that the President is
supporting, because | have with me the
legislative text for the medical mari-
juana provisions and it says some very
interesting things. It says, medical pa-
tients who use and their primary care-
givers who use marijuana can avoid
any of the District of Columbia drug
laws; and they can designate who their
primary caregivers are.

Let us just see, who are these pri-
mary caregivers that can completely
avoid the drug laws that we have here
in America. They can designate, and by
the way, this is based on a rec-
ommendation from a physician which
can be oral, it does not have to be in
writing, it can be oral. This is the oral
recommendation that one can use med-
ical marijuana, and then one can des-
ignate this primary caregiver. A med-
ical patient may designate or appoint a
licensed health care practitioner, sib-
ling, so one could have their brother be
the primary caregiver; a child, some-
one below the age of 18, a child can be
the primary caregiver; or other rel-
ative, domestic partner, case manage-
ment worker or best friend; they can be
your primary caregiver, and this des-
ignation does not need to be in writing,
it can be verbal too.
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So that says if you get some oral rec-
ommendation from a physician that
you can use marijuana, you can say, |
am not going to get it myself. | can
designate somebody to go get it for me.
I want my child to go get it, my 6-year-
old kid, my eight-year-old kid. Send
them down to the playground or wher-
ever they are selling marijuana in the
District of Columbia, they can possess
that marijuana and take it back to the
person to do drugs, to do the medical
marijuana, a child. A child can be put
in that position.

I have seen from personal experience
children going to school with lunch
money, and the bully of the school, of
the play yard, said, give me a quarter
or you can’t come in. | want a quarter
of your lunch money. The child says,
okay, here is a quarter. Now it changes
the whole scope of things. Here is a
child in legal possession of marijuana.
What is the bully going to ask for this
time? Do Members think this will not
proliferate drugs in the District of Co-
lumbia?

We want to make this a shining jewel
of this Nation, one of the best cities in
the Nation, something we can all be
proud of; a safe place, not a drug
haven, not the drug capital, our Na-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tion’s Capital. That is what we are
leaning for here, and that is what the
President is fighting for.

It is not over the budget. We have ac-
cepted the District of Columbia’s budg-
et, what was passed by their city coun-
cil, what was approved by their Mayor.
It is in this bill. The difference is the
drug policy. That is what the President
has narrowed this down to, the drug
policy.

The gentleman from Virginia has
aptly pointed out that he cannot speak
for the administration. The adminis-
tration has other ideas. This is one of
them. This is one of the things that we
are so worried about. | just would urge
my colleagues to avoid any changes
and to support this bill. This is a good
bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, my wife is a
medical social worker. She has worked
at D.C. General, she has worked at
Georgetown Hospital. She has seen
crack babies. Nobody has to lecture me
or her or anybody else on that side of
the aisle on the idiocy and stupidity of
drugs. | hate them. | hate all drugs.

But we have a difference of opinion
here. We have a difference of opinion
about whether we will really save lives
by guaranteeing clean needle ex-
changes for people who are crazy
enough or hooked enough to continue
the drug habit. We have a difference of
opinion on whether we will save lives
or not.

I also do not happen to agree with
the referendum that passed D.C. about
the medical uses of marijuana, but | do
believe that the District government
ought to have the power to work out a
rational compromise that does close
the door to pain without opening the
door to drug abuse.

But that is not what is at issue here
today, because | recognize that the ma-
jority would rather have ‘“Beat Up on
Bill Clinton Day’’ than to sit down and
negotiate in a rational way to work
out agreements on these two issues. So
recognizing the hardheaded reality on
that side of the aisle, | would also say
hardhearted, but it would be against
the House rules if | said that, so | will
simply say, put those issues aside.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN) has just indicated we may dis-
agree with the gentleman on those
issues, but we think the string has been
run out on that. So what we do stand
here today asking that side to do is
this: Recognize the fundamental right
of taxpayers in any locality in this
country to use their own dollars any
blessed way they want in order to de-
fend their own interests in a demo-
cratic society, when it comes to the
question of whether or not they are
going to be able to exercise the most
precious right that any individual cit-
izen has in a democracy, the simple
right to vote and have that vote count.
That is all we are asking at this point:
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put aside the differences on the drug
issues and simply say, okay, you win.

And now let us get to the question of
democracy. All we have to do, as the
gentleman from Virginia said, is to add
one word, the word ‘“‘Federal,” so it
makes clear that the D.C. government
cannot spend Federal money to pursue
the right of representation in a demo-
cratic system, but that they can spend
their own money. What on God’s green
Earth is wrong with that?

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to my friend, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
let me tell the gentleman what is
wrong with it. What is wrong with it is
it completely abrogates the responsi-
bility of the Congress of the United
States of America, representing the
people of the country, to exercise ex-
clusive legislation over the District of
Columbia, which the Constitution pro-
vides. Members on that side have not
mentioned it and there is a reason they
have not, because they do not want to
deal with it.

The fact of the matter is that our
Founding Fathers placed full and com-
plete plenary legislative authority over
the District of Columbia in the hands
of the Congress. If Members want to
walk away from that and say the Dis-
trict of Columbia Council should have
that authority, then fine, go ahead and
propose a constitutional amendment.
But those of us on this side have higher
regard for our Constitution than to be
a party to that.

We are not going to walk away from
our responsibility reflecting the will of
the people of the country by a large
majority who do not want drugs legally
flowing through the streets of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. They are already
concerned enough about how many
drugs are here, and the high murder
rate. We are sure as heck not going to
make it legal to do drugs in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. That, Mr. Speaker,
is precisely what the District of Colum-
bia wants to do.

As the gentleman from Oklahoma
said, they can couch it in whatever
flowery language they want to, and
they can get down here with this self-
righteous mantle of, do not lecture us
about this or that, and people work in
hospitals, and so forth. It is not hard-
hearted, it is not uncompassionate, to
say no to drugs.

What does the President want to do?
The President wants to allow drugs,
marijuana specifically, as a gateway
drug, in the District of Columbia. We
on this side of the aisle say no.

Let me answer the question posed to
us earlier by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia in his proposal, his so-called com-
promise: No, N-O. I do not know wheth-
er they misunderstand those two let-
ters, but we are not interested in the
sham of saying, they can do it with
this money, but not this money.

Either we stand up against drugs in
our Nation’s Capital, or we cave in to
it. We want to stand tall on this side.
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We want to stand firm here and say,
pursuant to our authorities under the
Constitution of the United States of
America, Article 1, Section 8, Clause
17, that we do have a responsibility
here.

Our responsibility goes beyond sim-
ply the funding. It goes beyond simply
dollars and cents. It goes to the funda-
mental issue of whether or not in our
Nation’s Capital we shall continue to
fight against mind-altering drugs, or
whether we shall surrender to it. The
President wants to surrender, and we
on this side of the aisle do not.

| appreciate the gentleman’s offer. It
is not a new one. They have tried it be-
fore. We argued last year about this.
We argued this year about it. Appar-
ently we are going to have to argue
about it today. The answer is no.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. | yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | understand the gentleman’s point,
but we have a misunderstanding as to
the issue. | am not talking about the
Federal use of funds for marijuana or
for needles. This is only voting rights.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, my response
to the gentleman from Georgia who
just spoke is simply this. Of course the
Congress has the constitutional au-
thority to use its power to shove the
District around, but the Constitution
does not require that mature people in
every instance use the full power that
they have when another course is more
fair and more rational and more just.

Just because we have the muscle does
not mean it is always right to exercise
it. Once in a while it pays to have a lit-
tle sense of balance. That is what we
are asking you to show for a change
today.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3%
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, very frankly, | will say
to my friend, the gentleman from Geor-
gia, his side of the aisle is so intent on
making the political point, and a point
with which | agree with reference to
the use of marijuana, that it is not lis-
tening to what the gentleman from
Virginia said. So intent are they on the
politicization of this debate that they
are ignoring the substance of this de-
bate.

What the gentleman from Virginia
said, they have seven riders on this
bill. He said with respect to one rider,
to which | am vigorously opposed and
believe is exactly contrary to what the
Founding Fathers had in mind, and
that is the restriction on the District
of Columbia to press its rights in the
courts of this land by refusing it the
opportunity to use its corporate funds,
that is, tax dollars paid in by its citi-
zens to its government, for the pur-
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poses of saying, we are being denied
our rights under the Constitution of
the United States, that is what my
friend is trying to preclude the District
of Columbia citizens from doing. But
he is so intent on making his political
point that it is the drugs issue that he
wants to focus on, solely.

The gentleman from Virginia said
nothing about that provision. What he
said was that we would agree to this
bill if that side added one word to the
provision that prohibits 600,000 Amer-
ican citizens from pursuing their rights
in the courts of this land, corporately.

The gentleman is the chairman of
this committee said what | was saying
was hogwash the last time we had this
debate. One could make their own anal-
ysis of the substance of that kind of de-
bate. But the fact of the matter is that
he does prohibit in this bill the use of
funds to pursue constitutional relief.

All the gentleman from Virginia is
saying is, add ‘‘Federal funds.”” | think
that is wrong, but add ‘“‘Federal funds.”
Just because we have the power to do
so, | would say that parents have the
power to do things they ought not to
do, and the State has the power to do
things that it ought not to do. The fact
of the matter is that we ought not to
preclude Federal funds.

Let us assume that their side of the
aisle, which has the majority votes,
wants to preclude the District of Co-
lumbia from pursuing its constitu-
tional relief by saying that they can-
not use Federal funds. All the gen-
tleman from Virginia is saying is, all
right, let them use their own locally-
raised funds to ask the Supreme Court
or the circuit courts or the District
court for relief.

If that is added, just that one word,
what the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN) is offering is that we will sup-
port this bill and let it go; not because
we agree with the other six, we do not
necessarily agree with the other six, al-
though | tend to agree with the gentle-
man’s provision with reference to the
provision that he is so offended by, but
because we believe that this is the sin-
gle most egregious provision | think we
have included in any piece of legisla-
tion since | have been here, to say to
600,000 American citizens, we are not
even going to allow you to use your
corporately-raised funds for the pur-
poses of redressing your constitutional
grievances and protecting your con-
stitutional rights.

Surely the gentleman from Georgia,
who has talked about the Constitution,
cannot support that provision.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, for Members, this may
be a typical appropriation exercise.
That is not what it is for me. It is my
city Members are talking about. | have
come forward on this rule not for the
usual reasons. For me, | want to be
clear that this is well beyond any par-
ticular provision of this bill.
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The demagoguing that is done on the
other side about drugs falls like a lead
balloon. There is nobody in the United
States, even those who detest Bill Clin-
ton, that believes he wants to legalize
drugs in the District of Columbia. I am
going to let that one fall.

The problem identified by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) is en-
tirely correct. That is why | had indi-
cated that the way to address that is to
send the matter to the city council,
which has the power to change it or ob-
literate the whole matter. Nobody
thinks in the United States of America
that drugs are at issue here.

For me, this matter is well beyond
any particular provision of this bill.
For me, this matter is about something
that has never happened in this House
since | have been here, and | have
asked all the old-timers if they have
ever seen it happen.

For me, this is about bringing a bill
to the floor for a vote after a veto
without a single word of discussion
with the man who must sign the bill or
his agent, the President of the United
States. It has never been done so long
as anybody knows in the history of this
House.
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Thus, | do not oppose this rule for the
usual reason, that it is a closed rule. |
oppose this rule because we have before
us a unilateral document where no dis-
cussions have occurred with the White
House, in spite of the fact that the
White House on several occasions has
come forward and asked for a discus-
sion.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. NORTON. | certainly will not
yield. | certainly will not yield, sir. |
will not yield a single moment, sir. Not
only am | not going to yield, | may ask
for some more time to discuss what is
happening to my city.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) still
has the time.

Ms. NORTON. No, | am not going to
yield. | have yielded too much. | let
this bill go on this floor to conference,
when many on my side said it should
not. | yielded then, and the gentleman
promised me that he would move on
the matter that has been brought up
here by several Members on voting
rights for the people of my city, to
have their corporation counsel look at
the papers that had been prepared by a
private law firm to see whether or not
they were in order. | yielded. | am not
going to yield this time.

For me, this is a new low in this
House to proceed after a veto,
stonewalling the President who comes
forward and says | think we can work
this out, let us have a discussion. That
is all this is about.

I was so concerned that I marched
over, just a couple of hours ago, to see
the gentleman from |Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT) because | believe he is a fair
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man. | must say he saw me right on the
spot. | marched over because | could
not believe that he was part and parcel
of not even having a word of discussion
before we unilaterally brought a bill to
the floor, inviting a veto. | am sup-
posed to get up here and say to Demo-
crats, vote no. You are supposed to get
up here and say to Republicans, vote
yes. Big exercise. Big ritual for you.
Serious business for the more than half
million people | represent. | was trying
to break through it.

I am pleased the Speaker saw me. He
said, ““Eleanor, we do intend to have
negotiations after this vote.”

| said, ““Fine. Let us have it before so
that there is no posturing on the floor
about drugs, so that | do not have to
get up and talk about home rule.”

Do it the way it is always done. Let
us sit back and talk about it now. The
administration is ready. | have talked
with them.”

The Speaker listened. His staff lis-
tened. He said that he would take it
under advisement. There was a post-
ponement. | thought maybe we were
getting somewhere. Obviously people
have been talking back and forth, but
then we were told that the bill was in
order.

All that is left, since the President of
the United States must agree on this
bill, all that is left is for me to ask for
a no vote on this rule in order to begin
discussions. And, my friends, | want
you to hear my words, ‘‘begin.”” Discus-
sions did not collapse. They have never
begun.

When there is a veto, the only way to
settle the matter is indeed to sit down
with the adversary to see whether
things can be straightened out. That is
the way | have done business for my
city ever since the first day | walked
into this House in 1991. That is the way
I intend always to do business for my
city, and | ask for the respect that |
think that | am due, to have you sit
down with the agents of the President
of the United States, so that Members
of the House and the Senate can talk
with them about whether we can get
somewhere and, if we cannot then let
us come back, have this vote and go
the next step. That courtesy has not
been given to me. | think | am entitled
at least to that.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK).

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, there are
other things that | will want to say be-
fore we conclude this debate, but in re-
sponse to the, frankly, incredible state-
ments just made by the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON), having spent many hours
talking with people, having told the
White House just yesterday talking
with their designated person on this
that | would meet with them, | would
change my schedule any, and they just
do not get back to me. We keep trying.
We have talked with them. | have done
it personally.

I have talked with the gentlewoman.
I have talked with other people.
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Ma’am, | take huge offense at your
false representation that we have not
been trying to work with people.

I would further submit, if the gentle-
woman and other people would publicly
call on the President to renounce his
veto message, where he vetoed this
over the marijuana laws in D.C., we
would make great progress.

Why cannot the other side get this
marijuana issue beside us by calling on
the President to retract his veto mes-
sage that the other side defends in-
stead?

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
additional minute to the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, there is a
veto SAP over here. The only reason
there is a veto SAP over here is that
instead of sitting down in a room with
the administration, you have insisted
upon unilaterally coming to the floor
and you know good and well that the
administration, Jack Lew himself
called you personally and said to you
that he was willing to negotiate any
time; that you give one story, the Sen-
ate people give another story.

Instead of doing what you have done
on every bill, which is everybody get in
the room or get on a conference call
and see what you can agree to, instead
you get one person saying something
that is exactly the opposite of another
person, no agreement; and you do not
get everybody sitting together trying
to work out the bill the way you did on
HUD/VA, the way you did on every bill;
and that is the kind of respect that |
think we are entitled to and you have
not given us and you have not given
the President of the United States.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FRrRosT) for
yielding me this time.

First of all, let me say to my friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK), in defense of
what my friend and colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON), said we have two
issues, as the gentleman knows, that
could resolve this entire debate.

One is voting rights, which we have
offered, and it simply says, as the gen-
tleman from Maryland so eloquently
expressed, just prohibit Federal funds.
That is all.

The other is an issue that in a bipar-
tisan way we discussed at length in the
full Committee on Appropriations. We
brought out all the scientific studies.
We explained that this needle program
is really for the purpose of bringing
drug addicts in, enabling Whitman-
Walker Clinic to provide drug treat-
ment for them. It is access to people in
desperate need of help.

We are not trying to use any Federal
funds. The use of all public funds can
be prohibited. Just let them use pri-
vate funds; and that is what the bipar-
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tisan, full Committee on Appropria-
tions agreed to, bar the use of public
funds. Let Whitman-Walker conduct its
own affairs, though, with private funds.

If those two provisions were accept-
ed, the White House told the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK), it could
accept this bill; it could accept this

bill. The gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. IsToOK) told the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.

NORTON) he would work out the Voting
Rights Act in conference. It was not
done. That is why the gentlewoman is
so upset. The gentleman said he would
do it, and it did not get done. The gen-
tleman can say he tried, but it did not
happen.

With regard to needles, we are just
saying bar the use of public funds, and
that is what Members of the gentle-
man’s side of the aisle agreed.

Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude the
point that | was making. This side is
not being intransigent. This side feels
very strongly about all of the issues in
the veto message, but this side wants
to make an agreement.

This side wants to move forward.
This side wants to find some bipartisan
commonality. We are not asking for
anything that has not been accepted by
the majority of this body, really. Vot-
ing rights, and the amendment that
was accepted in a bipartisan way on
barring the use of public funds, this is
not unreasonable.

All we have to do, and that is what
the White House has suggested, buy
into those, we will fight the issues an-
other day. That is what we should do.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LINDER), for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, let me see if we can
maybe narrow down the scope of our
disagreement. My concern is with sec-
tion 167 of this piece of legislation, spe-
cifically section 167(a) which says,
“None of the funds contained in this
Act may be used to enact or carry out
any law, rule, or regulation to legalize
or otherwise reduce penalties associ-
ated with the possession, use, or dis-
tribution of any schedule | substance
under the Controlled Substances Act
(21 U.S.C. 802) or any tetrahydrocanna-
binols derivative,”” and section 167(b)
which states, ‘“The Legalization of
Marijuana for Medical Treatment Ini-
tiative of 1998, also known as Initiative
59, approved by the electors of the Dis-
trict of Columbia on November 3, 1998,
shall not take effect.”

Now, is it my understanding that the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN)
is willing to accept that language? Is
he stating that he has no problem with
either section 167(a) or 167(b)?

I would yield to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN) to answer that.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. | yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.



October 14, 1999

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. | would say
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR), we have lots of problems with
the language. What we want is to reach
a compromise and get this appropria-
tions bill.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Reclaiming my
time, | thought that the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) previously
was saying that we needed to insert the
word ‘“‘Federal,” and then | understand
from the gentleman from Maryland he
was talking about a different section;
but I implied from that, apparently er-
roneously, that the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MoORAN) has no problem
with section 167(a) or (b), but appar-
ently he does.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. We have lots
of problems, but we would like to work
out a compromise.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Reclaiming my
time, | thought maybe we had nar-
rowed down the areas of disagreement
so the other side does disagree with the
prohibition in this bill that would stop
the District of Columbia from moving
forward with legalization of marijuana.
This again clarifies the issue. | really
thought we had reached an agreement
on 167(a) and (b), but the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) informs me
that we have not.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | recog-
nize this is unusual. | appreciate how
much people are trying to find some
common ground and agreement here.
There has been so much movement on
the floor, so much more, I must say,
than has taken place in any discus-
sions, that | would ask that instead of
going forward with the bill now that
we go off this floor now and see if we
can reach some kind of agreement on
this bill.

I think everybody who has spoken
has moved this forward. I cannot say
what we have agreed to, but | can say
that | think that the very process of
talking back and forth for the first
time has been a good process, and we
ought to continue it rather than march
down the line so we have hardened
lines again and have to start all over
again.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. NORTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.
Mr. ISTOOK. Is the gentlewoman

willing to say publicly that she will ac-
cept the provision that does not permit
the legalization of marijuana, Propo-
sition 59, in the District of Columbia?
Will the gentlewoman say that?

Ms. NORTON. My own position on
the legalization of marijuana is well
known. | oppose the legalization of
drugs.

What | would like to move us ahead
on is what we can do with the par-
ticular provisions in the bill. We have
recognized all along that some of these
provisions are going to be changed;
that we have differences here but we
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have never been able to get down in a
room and see what, in fact, can be
done.

All | am saying is I am willing to do
that right now and believe that the
way to move this bill forward is to, in
fact, take hold of the discussions that
have begun here and try to come to
agreement.

O 1600

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, how much
time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hansen). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FROST) has 3% minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LIN-
DER) has 6% minutes remaining.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would only ask the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER),
the manager of the rule, whether he is
willing to entertain the suggestion by
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) that the rule
be temporarily withdrawn from the
floor so that the possibility of com-
promise can be pursued.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LINDER).

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia would like to in-
form the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FRoST) that, as soon as he uses up his
3% minutes, | intend to move the pre-
vious question.

Mr. FROST. So the answer to my
question is no.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the an-
swer is no.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard some very interesting debate on
this bill. It is unfortunate that we can-
not reach a compromise. It is clear the
other side is unwilling to pursue a com-
promise at this point.

Mr. Speaker, | urge a ‘“‘no’ vote on
the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would just like to
close by saying this is a fair rule, con-
sidering the fact that this entire bill
was debated openly and at great length
on July 27 or 28, that we have keen
knowledge of what is in this bill from
both sides.

I urge the House to support this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Evi-
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 217, nays
202, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 503]

YEAS—217
Aderholt Gilman Pease
Archer Goode Peterson (PA)
Armey Goodlatte Petri
Bachus Goodling Pickering
Baker Goss Pitts
Ballenger Graham Pombo
Barr Granger Porter
Barrett (NE) Green (WI) Portman
Bartlett Greenwood Pryce (OH)
Barton Gutknecht Quinn
Bass Hansen Radanovich
Bateman Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Bereuter Hayes Regula
Biggert Hayworth Reynolds
Bilbray Hefley Riley
Bilirakis Herger Rogan
Bliley Hill (MT) Rogers
Blunt Hilleary Rohrabacher
Boehlert Hobson Ros-Lehtinen
Boehner Hoekstra Roukema
Bonilla Horn Royce
Bono Hostettler Ryan (WI)
Brady (TX) Houghton Ryun (KS)
Bryant Hulshof Salmon
Burr Hunter Sanford
Burton Hutchinson Saxton
Callahan Hyde Schaffer
Calvert Isakson Sensenbrenner
Camp Istook Sessions
Campbell Jenkins Shadegg
Canady Johnson (CT) Shaw
Cannon Johnson, Sam Shays
Castle Jones (NC) Sherwood
Chabot Kasich Shimkus
Chambliss Kelly Shuster
Chenoweth-Hage King (NY) Simpson
Coble Knollenberg Skeen
Coburn Kolbe Smith (MI)
Collins Kuykendall Smith (NJ)
Combest LaHood Smith (TX)
Cook Largent Souder
Cox Latham Spence
Crane LaTourette Stearns
Cubin Lazio Stump
Cunningham Leach Sununu
Davis (VA) Lewis (CA) Sweeney
Deal Lewis (KY) Talent
DelLay Linder Tancredo
DeMint LoBiondo Tauzin
Diaz-Balart Lucas (OK) Taylor (NC)
Dickey Manzullo Terry
Doolittle McCollum Thomas
Dreier McCrery Thornberry
Duncan McHugh Thune
Dunn Mclnnis Tiahrt
Ehlers Mclntosh Toomey
Ehrlich McKeon Upton
Emerson Metcalf Vitter
English Mica Walden
Everett Miller (FL) Walsh
Ewing Miller, Gary Wamp
Fletcher Moran (KS) Watkins
Foley Morella Watts (OK)
Fossella Myrick Weldon (FL)
Fowler Nethercutt Weldon (PA)
Franks (NJ) Ney Weller
Frelinghuysen Northup Whitfield
Gallegly Norwood Wicker
Ganske Nussle Wilson
Gekas Ose Wolf
Gibbons Oxley Young (FL)
Gilchrest Packard
Gillmor Paul

NAYS—202
Abercrombie Bonior Crowley
Ackerman Borski Cummings
Allen Boswell Danner
Andrews Boyd Davis (FL)
Baird Brady (PA) Davis (IL)
Baldacci Brown (FL) DeFazio
Baldwin Brown (OH) DeGette
Barcia Capps Delahunt
Barrett (WI) Capuano Delauro
Becerra Cardin Deutsch
Bentsen Clayton Dicks
Berkley Clement Dingell
Berman Clyburn Dixon
Berry Condit Doggett
Bishop Costello Doyle
Blagojevich Coyne Edwards
Blumenauer Cramer Engel
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Eshoo Lowey Rodriguez
Etheridge Lucas (KY) Roemer
Evans Luther Rothman
Farr Maloney (CT) Roybal-Allard
Fattah Maloney (NY) Rush
Filner Markey Sabo
Forbes Martinez Sanchez
Ford Mascara Sanders
Frank (MA) Matsui Sandlin
Frost McCarthy (MO) Sawyer
Gejdenson McCarthy (NY) Schakowsky
Gephardt McDermott Scott
Gonzalez McGovern Serrano
Gordon Mclintyre Sherman
Gutierrez McKinney Shows
Hall (OH) Meehan Sisisky
Hall (TX) Meek (FL) Skelton
Hastings (FL) Meeks (NY) Slaughter
Hill (IN) Menendez Smith (WA)
Hilliard Millender- Snyder
Hinchey McDonald Spratt
Hinojosa Miller, George Stabenow
Hoeffel Minge Stark
Holden Mink Stenholm
Holt Moakley Strickland
Hooley Mollohan Stupak
Hoyer Moore Tanner
Inslee Moran (VA) Tauscher
Jackson (IL) Murtha Taylor (MS)
Jackson-Lee Nadler Thompson (CA)
(TX) Napolitano Thompson (MS)
Johnson, E. B. Neal Thurman
Jones (OH) Oberstar Tierney
Kanjorski Obey Towns
Kaptur Olver Traficant
Kennedy Ortiz Turner
Kildee Owens Udall (CO)
Kilpatrick Pallone Udall (NM)
Kind (WI) Pascrell Velazquez
Kleczka Pastor Vento
Klink Payne Visclosky
Kucinich Pelosi Waters
LaFalce Peterson (MN) Watt (NC)
Lampson Phelps Waxman
Lantos Pickett Weiner
Larson Pomeroy Wexler
Lee Price (NC) Weygand
Levin Rahall Wise
Lewis (GA) Rangel Woolsey
Lipinski Reyes Wu
Lofgren Rivers Wynn
NOT VOTING—14
Boucher Cooksey Kingston
Buyer Dooley McNulty
Carson Green (TX) Scarborough
Clay Jefferson Young (AK)
Conyers John
0 1625

Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. BERMAN
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R.
2, DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM
ACT OF 1999, AND H.R. 2300, ACA-
DEMIC ACHIEVEMENT FOR ALL
ACT

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, today a
Dear Colleague letter was sent to all
Members informing them that the
Committee on Rules is planning to
meet next week to grant a rule for the
consideration of H.R. 2, the ‘“‘dollars to
the classroom act of 1999.”

The Committee on Rules may grant a
rule which would require that amend-
ments to H.R. 2 be preprinted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. In this case,
amendments must be preprinted prior
to their consideration on the floor.
Amendments should be drafted to the
version of the bill reported by the Com-
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mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

A second Dear Colleague letter was
also sent to all Members today inform-
ing them that the Committee on Rules
is planning to meet next week to grant
a rule which may limit the amendment
process for floor consideration of H.R.
2300, the ‘“academic achievement for all
act.”

The Committee on Education and the
Workforce ordered H.R. 2300 reported
on October 13 and is expected to file its
committee report on Monday, October
18.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment to the Committee on Rules in
Room H-312 of the Capitol by 2 p.m. on
Tuesday, October 19. Amendments
should be drafted to the bill as ordered
reported by the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. Copies of the
bill may be obtained from that com-
mittee.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments to both bills are
properly drafted and should check with
the Office of the Parliamentarian to be
certain that their amendments comply
with the rules of the House.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, during the
debate surrounding H.R. 2436, the “‘un-
born victims of violence act,” | was
present on the House floor. When the
yeas and nays were recorded for roll
call votes 463 and 464, the electronic
voting device correctly recorded my
vote as ‘‘no’’ and ‘‘aye’’ respectively.

However, on roll call vote 465, the
voting device failed to properly record
my vote due to what was later deter-
mined to be a malfunctioning voting
card. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, | was
present and did note ‘“no’” on roll call
465. However, due to a defective voting
card, my vote was not recorded.

Mr. Speaker, | could not be present
for roll call votes 466 through 469. Had
I been present for roll call vote 466, I
would have voted ‘“‘aye.” For roll call
vote 467, | would have voted “‘aye.”” For
roll call vote 468, | would have voted
““no.”” And on roll call vote 469, 1 would
have voted ‘“‘aye.”

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 330, | call up the
bill (H.R. 3064) making appropriations
for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against reve-
nues of said District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of H.R. 3064 is as follows:

H.R. 3064

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
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Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, namely:
TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 2000
APPROPRIATIONS
FEDERAL FUNDS
FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR RESIDENT TUITION
SUPPORT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for a program to be administered
by the Mayor for District of Columbia resi-
dent tuition support, subject to the enact-
ment of authorizing legislation for such pro-
gram by Congress, $17,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That such
funds may be used on behalf of eligible Dis-
trict of Columbia residents to pay an amount
based upon the difference between in-State
and out-of-State tuition at public institu-
tions of higher education, usable at both
public and private institutions of higher edu-
cation: Provided further, That the awarding
of such funds may be prioritized on the basis
of a resident’s academic merit and such
other factors as may be authorized: Provided
further, That if the authorized program is a
nationwide program, the Mayor may expend
up to $17,000,000: Provided further, That if the
authorized program is for a limited number
of states, the Mayor may expend up to
$11,000,000: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia may expend funds other than
the funds provided under this heading, in-
cluding local tax revenues and contributions,
to support such program.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR INCENTIVES FOR
ADOPTION OF CHILDREN

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia to create incentives to promote
the adoption of children in the District of
Columbia foster care system, $5,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such funds shall remain available
until September 30, 2001 and shall be used in
accordance with a program established by
the Mayor and the Council of the District of
Columbia and approved by the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate: Provided further, That
funds provided under this heading may be
used to cover the costs to the District of Co-
lumbia of providing tax credits to offset the
costs incurred by individuals in adopting
children in the District of Columbia foster
care system and in providing for the health
care needs of such children, in accordance
with legislation enacted by the District of
Columbia government.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE CITIZEN COMPLAINT

REVIEW BOARD

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for administrative expenses of the
Citizen Complaint Review Board, $500,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2001.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF

HUMAN SERVICES

For a Federal payment to the Department
of Human Services for a mentoring program
and for hotline services, $250,000.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the District of
Columbia Corrections Trustee, $176,000,000
for the administration and operation of cor-
rectional facilities and for the administra-
tive operating costs of the Office of the Cor-
rections Trustee, as authorized by section
11202 of the National Capital Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-33; 111 Stat. 712): Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia Corrections
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Trustee shall be apportioned quarterly by
the Office of Management and Budget and
obligated and expended in the same manner
as funds appropriated for salaries and ex-
penses of other Federal agencies: Provided
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading, the District of Co-
lumbia Corrections Trustee may use a por-
tion of the interest earned on the Federal
payment made to the Trustee under the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1998,
(not to exceed $4,600,000) to carry out the ac-
tivities funded under this heading.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
CoLUMBIA COURTS

For salaries and expenses for the District
of Columbia Courts, $99,714,000 to be allo-
cated as follows: for the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, $7,209,000; for the District
of Columbia Superior Court, $68,351,000; for
the District of Columbia Court System,
$16,154,000; and $8,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2001, for capital improve-
ments for District of Columbia courthouse
facilities: Provided, That of the amounts
available for operations of the District of Co-
lumbia Courts, not to exceed $2,500,000 shall
be for the design of an Integrated Justice In-
formation System and that such funds shall
be used in accordance with a plan and design
developed by the courts and approved by the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided
further, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, all amounts under this heading
shall be apportioned quarterly by the Office
of Management and Budget and obligated
and expended in the same manner as funds
appropriated for salaries and expenses of
other Federal agencies, with payroll and fi-
nancial services to be provided on a contrac-
tual basis with the General Services Admin-
istration [GSA], said services to include the
preparation of monthly financial reports,
copies of which shall be submitted directly
by GSA to the President and to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and
House of Representatives, the Committee on
Governmental Affairs of the Senate, and the
Committee on Government Reform of the
House of Representatives.
DEFENDER SERVICES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

COURTS

For payments authorized under section 11—
2604 and section 11-2605, D.C. Code (relating
to representation provided under the District
of Columbia Criminal Justice Act), pay-
ments for counsel appointed in proceedings
in the Family Division of the Superior Court
of the District of Columbia under chapter 23
of title 16, D.C. Code, and payments for coun-
sel authorized under section 21-2060, D.C.
Code (relating to representation provided
under the District of Columbia Guardian-
ship, Protective Proceedings, and Durable
Power of Attorney Act of 1986), $33,336,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That the funds provided in this Act under
the heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Courts” (other than the
$8,000,000 provided under such heading for
capital improvements for District of Colum-
bia courthouse facilities) may also be used
for payments under this heading Provided
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading, the Joint Com-
mittee on Judicial Administration in the
District of Columbia may use a portion (not
to exceed $1,200,000) of the interest earned on
the Federal payment made to the District of
Columbia courts under the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act, 1999, together
with funds provided in this Act under the
heading ‘“Federal Payment to the District of
Columbia Courts” (other than the $8,000,000
provided under such heading for capital im-
provements for District of Columbia court-
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house facilities), to make payments de-
scribed under this heading for obligations in-
curred during fiscal year 1999 if the Comp-
troller General certifies that the amount of
obligations lawfully incurred for such pay-
ments during fiscal year 1999 exceeds the
obligational authority otherwise available
for making such payments: Provided further,
That such funds shall be administered by the
Joint Committee on Judicial Administration
in the District of Columbia: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, this appropriation shall be apportioned
quarterly by the Office of Management and
Budget and obligated and expended in the
same manner as funds appropriated for ex-
penses of other Federal agencies, with pay-
roll and financial services to be provided on
a contractual basis with the General Serv-
ices Administration [GSA], said services to
include the preparation of monthly financial
reports, copies of which shall be submitted
directly by GSA to the President and to the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives, the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on Government Re-
form of the House of Representatives.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE COURT SERVICES
AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

For salaries and expenses of the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia, as authorized
by the National Capital Revitalization and
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997,
(Public Law 105-33; 111 Stat. 712), $93,800,000,
of which $58,600,000 shall be for necessary ex-
penses of Parole Revocation, Adult Proba-
tion, Offender Supervision, and Sex Offender
Registration, to include expenses relating to
supervision of adults subject to protection
orders or provision of services for or related
to such persons; $17,400,000 shall be available
to the Public Defender Service; and
$17,800,000 shall be available to the Pretrial
Services Agency: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, all
amounts under this heading shall be appor-
tioned quarterly by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and obligated and expended
in the same manner as funds appropriated
for salaries and expenses of other Federal
agencies: Provided further, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$20,492,000 shall be used in support of uni-
versal drug screening and testing for those
individuals on pretrial, probation, or parole
supervision with continued testing, inter-
mediate sanctions, and treatment for those
identified in need, of which $7,000,000 shall be
for treatment services.

CHILDREN’S NATIONAL MEDICAL CENTER

For a Federal contribution to the Chil-
dren’s National Medical Center in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, $2,500,000 for construction,
renovation, and information technology in-
frastructure costs associated with estab-
lishing community pediatric health clinics
for high risk children in medically under-
served areas of the District of Columbia.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR METROPOLITAN
PoLICE DEPARTMENT

For payment to the Metropolitan Police
Department, $1,000,000, for a program to
eliminate open air drug trafficking in the
District of Columbia: Provided, That the
Chief of Police shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the Senate and House of Representatives
by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the project financed under this
heading.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS
OPERATING EXPENSES
DIVISION OF EXPENSES

The following amounts are appropriated
for the District of Columbia for the current
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided.

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

Governmental direction and support,
$162,356,000 (including $137,134,000 from local
funds, $11,670,000 from Federal funds, and
$13,552,000 from other funds): Provided, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for
the Chairman of the Council of the District
of Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis-
trator shall be available from this appropria-
tion for official purposes: Provided further,
That any program fees collected from the
issuance of debt shall be available for the
payment of expenses of the debt manage-
ment program of the District of Columbia:
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Statehood Com-
mission and Statehood Compact Commis-
sion: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia shall identify the sources of fund-
ing for Admission to Statehood from its own
locally-generated revenues: Provided further,
That all employees permanently assigned to
work in the Office of the Mayor shall be paid
from funds allocated to the Office of the
Mayor.

EcoNOoMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$190,335,000 (including $52,911,000 from local
funds, $84,751,000 from Federal funds, and
$52,673,000 from other funds), of which
$15,000,000 collected by the District of Colum-
bia in the form of BID tax revenue shall be
paid to the respective BIDs pursuant to the
Business Improvement Districts Act of 1996
(D.C. Law 11-134; D.C. Code, sec. 1-2271 et
seg.), and the Business Improvement Dis-
tricts Temporary Amendment Act of 1997
(D.C. Law 12-23): Provided, That such funds
are available for acquiring services provided
by the General Services Administration: Pro-
vided further, That Business Improvement
Districts shall be exempt from taxes levied
by the District of Columbia.

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase or lease of 135 passenger-carrying vehi-
cles for replacement only, including 130 for
police-type use and five for fire-type use,
without regard to the general purchase price
limitation for the current fiscal year,
$778,770,000 (including $565,511,000 from local
funds, $29,012,000 from Federal funds, and
$184,247,000 from other funds): Provided, That
the Metropolitan Police Department is au-
thorized to replace not to exceed 25 pas-
senger-carrying vehicles and the Department
of Fire and Emergency Medical Services of
the District of Columbia is authorized to re-
place not to exceed five passenger-carrying
vehicles annually whenever the cost of repair
to any damaged vehicle exceeds three-
fourths of the cost of the replacement: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $500,000
shall be available from this appropriation for
the Chief of Police for the prevention and de-
tection of crime: Provided further, That the
Metropolitan Police Department shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House and Senate on
efforts to increase efficiency and improve
the professionalism in the department: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, or Mayor’s Order 86—
45, issued March 18, 1986, the Metropolitan
Police Department’s delegated small pur-
chase authority shall be $500,000: Provided
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further, That the District of Columbia gov-
ernment may not require the Metropolitan
Police Department to submit to any other
procurement review process, or to obtain the
approval of or be restricted in any manner
by any official or employee of the District of
Columbia government, for purchases that do
not exceed $500,000: Provided further, That the
Mayor shall reimburse the District of Colum-
bia National Guard for expenses incurred in
connection with services that are performed
in emergencies by the National Guard in a
militia status and are requested by the
Mayor, in amounts that shall be jointly de-
termined and certified as due and payable for
these services by the Mayor and the Com-
manding General of the District of Columbia
National Guard: Provided further, That such
sums as may be necessary for reimbursement
to the District of Columbia National Guard
under the preceding proviso shall be avail-
able from this appropriation, and the avail-
ability of the sums shall be deemed as con-
stituting payment in advance for emergency
services involved: Provided further, That the
Metropolitan Police Department is author-
ized to maintain 3,800 sworn officers, with
leave for a 50 officer attrition: Provided fur-
ther, That no more than 15 members of the
Metropolitan Police Department shall be de-
tailed or assigned to the Executive Protec-
tion Unit, until the Chief of Police submits a
recommendation to the Council for its re-
view: Provided further, That $100,000 shall be
available for inmates released on medical
and geriatric parole: Provided further, That
commencing on December 31, 1999, the Met-
ropolitan Police Department shall provide to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and House of Representatives, the
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the
Senate, and the Committee on Government
Reform of the House of Representatives,
quarterly reports on the status of crime re-
duction in each of the 83 police service areas
established throughout the District of Co-
lumbia: Provided further, That up to $700,000
in local funds shall be available for the oper-
ations of the Citizen Complaint Review
Board.
PuBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

Public education system, including the de-
velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $867,411,000 (including $721,847,000
from local funds, $120,951,000 from Federal
funds, and $24,613,000 from other funds), to be
allocated as follows: $713,197,000 (including
$600,936,000 from local funds, $106,213,000 from
Federal funds, and $6,048,000 from other
funds), for the public schools of the District
of Columbia; $10,700,000 from local funds for
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Retire-
ment Fund; $17,000,000 from local funds, pre-
viously appropriated in this Act as a Federal
payment, for resident tuition support at pub-
lic and private institutions of higher learn-
ing for eligible District of Columbia resi-
dents; $27,885,000 from local funds for public
charter schools: Provided, That if the en-
tirety of this allocation has not been pro-
vided as payments to any public charter
schools currently in operation through the
per pupil funding formula, the funds shall be
available for new public charter schools on a
per pupil basis: Provided further, That $480,000
of this amount shall be available to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Charter School
Board for administrative costs: $72,347,000
(including $40,491,000 from local funds,
$13,536,000 from Federal funds, and $18,320,000
from other funds) for the University of the
District of Columbia; $24,171,000 (including
$23,128,000 from local funds, $798,000 from
Federal funds, and $245,000 from other funds)
for the Public Library; $2,111,000 (including
$1,707,000 from local funds and $404,000 from
Federal funds) for the Commission on the
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Arts and Humanities: Provided further, That
the public schools of the District of Colum-
bia are authorized to accept not to exceed 31
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver
education program: Provided further, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni-
versity of the District of Columbia, and
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail-
able from this appropriation for official pur-
poses: Provided further, That none of the
funds contained in this Act may be made
available to pay the salaries of any District
of Columbia Public School teacher, prin-
cipal, administrator, official, or employee
who knowingly provides false enrollment or
attendance information under article I, sec-
tion 5 of the Act entitled ‘“An Act to provide
for compulsory school attendance, for the
taking of a school census in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes’, approved
February 4, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec. 31-401 et
seq.): Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall not be available to subsidize the
education of any nonresident of the District
of Columbia at any District of Columbia pub-
lic elementary and secondary school during
fiscal year 2000 unless the nonresident pays
tuition to the District of Columbia at a rate
that covers 100 percent of the costs incurred
by the District of Columbia which are attrib-
utable to the education of the nonresident
(as established by the Superintendent of the
District of Columbia Public Schools): Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
not be available to subsidize the education of
nonresidents of the District of Columbia at
the University of the District of Columbia,
unless the Board of Trustees of the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia adopts, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, a
tuition rate schedule that will establish the
tuition rate for nonresident students at a
level no lower than the nonresident tuition
rate charged at comparable public institu-
tions of higher education in the metropoli-
tan area: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia Public Schools shall not spend
less than $365,500,000 on local schools through
the Weighted Student Formula in fiscal year
2000: Provided further, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall
apportion from the budget of the District of
Columbia Public Schools a sum totaling 5
percent of the total budget to be set aside
until the current student count for Public
and Charter schools has been completed, and
that this amount shall be apportioned be-
tween the Public and Charter schools based
on their respective student population count:
Provided further, That the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools may spend $500,000 to en-
gage in a Schools Without Violence program
based on a model developed by the Univer-
sity of North Carolina, located in Greens-
boro, North Carolina.
HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

Human support services, $1,526,361,000 (in-
cluding  $635,373,000 from local funds,
$875,814,000 from Federal funds, and
$15,174,000 from other funds): Provided, That
$25,150,000 of this appropriation, to remain
available until expended, shall be available
solely for District of Columbia employees’
disability compensation: Provided further,
That a peer review committee shall be estab-
lished to review medical payments and the
type of service received by a disability com-
pensation claimant: Provided further, That
the District of Columbia shall not provide
free government services such as water,
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection,
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar
services to any legally constituted private
nonprofit organization, as defined in section
411(5) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
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Assistance Act (101 Stat. 485; Public Law 100-
77; 42 U.S.C. 11371), providing emergency
shelter services in the District, if the Dis-
trict would not be qualified to receive reim-
bursement pursuant to such Act (101 Stat.
485; Public Law 100-77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et
seq.).
PuBLIC WORKS

Public works, including rental of one pas-
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use
by the Council of the District of Columbia
and leasing of passenger-carrying vehicles,
$271,395,000 (including $258,341,000 from local
funds, $3,099,000 from Federal funds, and
$9,955,000 from other funds): Provided, That
this appropriation shall not be available for
collecting ashes or miscellaneous refuse
from hotels and places of business.

RECEIVERSHIP PROGRAMS

For all agencies of the District of Colum-
bia government under court ordered receiv-
ership, $342,077,000 (including $217,606,000
from local funds, $106,111,000 from Federal
funds, and $18,360,000 from other funds).

WORKFORCE INVESTMENTS

For workforce investments, $8,500,000 from
local funds, to be transferred by the Mayor
of the District of Columbia within the var-
ious appropriation headings in this Act for
which employees are properly payable.

RESERVE

For a reserve to be established by the Chief
Financial Officer of the District of Columbia
and the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, $150,000,000.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPONSI-

BILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AuU-

THORITY

For the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, established by section 101(a) of the
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Act of
1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public Law 104-8),
$3,140,000: Provided, That none of the funds
contained in this Act may be used to pay any
compensation of the Executive Director or
General Counsel of the Authority at a rate in
excess of the maximum rate of compensation
which may be paid to such individual during
fiscal year 2000 under section 102 of such Act,
as determined by the Comptroller General
(as described in GAO letter report B-
279095.2).

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For payment of principal, interest and cer-
tain fees directly resulting from borrowing
by the District of Columbia to fund District
of Columbia capital projects as authorized
by sections 462, 475, and 490 of the District of
Columbia Home Rule Act, approved Decem-
ber 24, 1973, as amended, and that funds shall
be allocated for expenses associated with the
Wilson Building, $328,417,000 from local
funds: Provided, That for equipment leases,
the Mayor may finance $27,527,000 of equip-
ment cost, plus cost of issuance not to ex-
ceed 2 percent of the par amount being fi-
nanced on a lease purchase basis with a ma-
turity not to exceed 5 years: Provided further,
That $5,300,000 is allocated to the Metropoli-
tan Police Department, $3,200,000 for the Fire
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment, $350,000 for the Department of Correc-
tions, $15,949,000 for the Department of Pub-
lic Works and $2,728,000 for the Public Ben-
efit Corporation.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY

DEBT

For the purpose of eliminating the
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit
as of September 30, 1990, $38,286,000 from
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local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act (105
Stat. 540; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321(a)(1)).
PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM
BORROWING

For payment of interest on short-term bor-
rowing, $9,000,000 from local funds.
CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION

For lease payments in accordance with the
Certificates of Participation involving the
land site underlying the building located at
One Judiciary Square, $7,950,000 from local
funds.

OPTICAL AND DENTAL INSURANCE PAYMENTS

For optical and dental insurance pay-
ments, $1,295,000 from local funds.
PRODUCTIVITY BANK
The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall finance projects total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds that result in
cost savings or additional revenues, by an
amount equal to such financing: Provided,
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the projects financed under this
heading.
PRODUCTIVITY BANK SAVINGS

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds. The reductions
are to be allocated to projects funded
through the Productivity Bank that produce
cost savings or additional revenues in an
amount equal to the Productivity Bank fi-
nancing: Provided, That the Mayor shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate by the 15th calendar
day after the end of each quarter beginning
December 31, 1999, on the status of the cost
savings or additional revenues funded under
this heading.

PROCUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT SAVINGS

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions of
$14,457,000 for general supply schedule sav-
ings and $7,000,000 for management reform
savings, in local funds to one or more of the
appropriation headings in this Act: Provided,
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the general supply schedule
savings and management reform savings pro-
jected under this heading.

ENTERPRISE AND OTHER FUNDS

WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT

For operation of the Water and Sewer Au-
thority and the Washington Aqueduct,
$279,608,000 from other funds (including
$236,075,000 for the Water and Sewer Author-
ity and $43,533,000 for the Washington Aque-
duct) of which $35,222,000 shall be appor-
tioned and payable to the District’s debt
service fund for repayment of loans and in-
terest incurred for capital improvement
projects.

For construction projects, $197,169,000, as
authorized by An Act authorizing the laying
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of watermains and service sewers in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments
therefor, and for other purposes (33 Stat. 244;
Public Law 58-140; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1512 et
seq.): Provided, That the requirements and
restrictions that are applicable to general
fund capital improvements projects and set
forth in this Act under the Capital Outlay
appropriation title shall apply to projects
approved under this appropriation title.
LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE
FUND

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982 (95 Stat. 1174
and 1175; Public Law 97-91), for the purpose
of implementing the Law to Legalize Lot-
teries, Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and
Raffles for Charitable Purposes in the Dis-
trict of Columbia (D.C. Law 3-172; D.C. Code,
sec. 2-2501 et seq. and sec. 22-1516 et seq.),
$234,400,000: Provided, That the District of Co-
lumbia shall identify the source of funding
for this appropriation title from the Dis-
trict’s own locally generated revenues: Pro-
vided further, That no revenues from Federal
sources shall be used to support the oper-
ations or activities of the Lottery and Chari-
table Games Control Board.

SPORTS AND ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION

For the Sports and Entertainment Com-
mission, $10,846,000 from other funds for ex-
penses incurred by the Armory Board in the
exercise of its powers granted by the Act en-
titled ““An Act To Establish A District of Co-
lumbia Armory Board, and for other pur-
poses’ (62 Stat. 339; D.C. Code, sec. 2-301 et
seq.) and the District of Columbia Stadium
Act of 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law 85-300;
D.C. Code, sec. 2-321 et seq.): Provided, That
the Mayor shall submit a budget for the Ar-
mory Board for the forthcoming fiscal year
as required by section 442(b) of the District
of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 824;
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-301(b)).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HEALTH AND

HOSPITALS PuBLIC BENEFIT CORPORATION

For the District of Columbia Health and
Hospitals Public Benefit Corporation, estab-
lished by D.C. Law 11-212, D.C. Code, sec. 32—
262.2, $133,443,000 of which $44,435,000 shall be
derived by transfer from the general fund
and $89,008,000 from other funds.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD

For the District of Columbia Retirement
Board, established by section 121 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Retirement Reform Act of
1979 (93 Stat. 866; D.C. Code, sec. 1-711),
$9,892,000 from the earnings of the applicable
retirement funds to pay legal, management,
investment, and other fees and administra-
tive expenses of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Board: Provided, That the District
of Columbia Retirement Board shall provide
to the Congress and to the Council of the
District of Columbia a quarterly report of
the allocations of charges by fund and of ex-
penditures of all funds: Provided further, That
the District of Columbia Retirement Board
shall provide the Mayor, for transmittal to
the Council of the District of Columbia, an
itemized accounting of the planned use of ap-
propriated funds in time for each annual
budget submission and the actual use of such
funds in time for each annual audited finan-
cial report: Provided further, That section
121(c)(1) of the District of Columbia Retire-
ment Reform Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-711(c)(1))
is amended by striking ‘‘the total amount to
which a member may be entitled” and all
that follows and inserting the following:
‘“the total amount to which a member may
be entitled under this subsection during a
year (beginning with 1998) may not exceed
$5,000, except that in the case of the Chair-
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man of the Board and the Chairman of the
Investment Committee of the Board, such
amount may not exceed $7,500 (beginning
with 2000).”".

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES FUND

For the Correctional Industries Fund, es-
tablished by the District of Columbia Correc-
tional Industries Establishment Act (78 Stat.
1000; Public Law 88-622), $1,810,000 from other
funds.

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE
FUND

For the Washington Convention Center En-

terprise Fund, $50,226,000 from other funds.
CAPITAL OUTLAY
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS)

For construction projects, $1,260,524,000 of
which $929,450,000 is from local funds,
$54,050,000 is from the highway trust fund,
and $277,024,000 is from Federal funds, and a
rescission of $41,886,500 from local funds ap-
propriated under this heading in prior fiscal
years, for a net amount of $1,218,637,500 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That funds for use of each capital project im-
plementing agency shall be managed and
controlled in accordance with all procedures
and limitations established under the Finan-
cial Management System: Provided further,
That all funds provided by this appropriation
title shall be available only for the specific
projects and purposes intended: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding the foregoing, all
authorizations for capital outlay projects,
except those projects covered by the first
sentence of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public Law
90-495; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134, note), for which
funds are provided by this appropriation
title, shall expire on September 30, 2001, ex-
cept authorizations for projects as to which
funds have been obligated in whole or in part
prior to September 30, 2001: Provided further,
That upon expiration of any such project au-
thorization, the funds provided herein for the
project shall lapse.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 102. Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures
of appropriations contained in this Act shall
be audited before payment by the designated
certifying official, and the vouchers as ap-
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the
designated disbursing official.

SEC. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount
is specified within an appropriation for par-
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure,
such amount, unless otherwise specified,
shall be considered as the maximum amount
that may be expended for said purpose or ob-
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu-
sively therefor.

SEC. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available, when authorized by the Mayor,
for allowances for privately owned auto-
mobiles and motorcycles used for the per-
formance of official duties at rates estab-
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such
rates shall not exceed the maximum pre-
vailing rates for such vehicles as prescribed
in the Federal Property Management Regu-
lations 101-7 (Federal Travel Regulations).

SEC. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for expenses of travel and for
the payment of dues of organizations con-
cerned with the work of the District of Co-
lumbia government, when authorized by the
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Mayor: Provided, That in the case of the
Council of the District of Columbia, funds
may be expended with the authorization of
the chair of the Council.

SEC. 106. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
refunds and for the payment of judgments
that have been entered against the District
of Columbia government: Provided, That
nothing contained in this section shall be
construed as modifying or affecting the pro-
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XlII of the
District of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947 (70 Stat. 78; Public Law 84—
460; D.C. Code, sec. 47-1812.11(c)(3)).

SEC. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for the payment of public assist-
ance without reference to the requirement of
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public
Assistance Act of 1982 (D.C. Law 4-101; D.C.
Code, sec. 3-205.44), and for the payment of
the non-Federal share of funds necessary to
qualify for grants under subtitle A of title Il
of the Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1994.

SEc. 108. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia government for
the operation of educational institutions,
the compensation of personnel, or for other
educational purposes may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po-
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended
to prohibit the availability of school build-
ings for the use of any community or par-
tisan political group during non-school
hours.

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be made available to pay the
salary of any employee of the District of Co-
lumbia government whose name, title, grade,
salary, past work experience, and salary his-
tory are not available for inspection by the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia of the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, the Subcommittee on Over-
sight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing and the District of Columbia of the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs,
and the Council of the District of Columbia,
or their duly authorized representative.

SEC. 111. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
payments authorized by the District of Co-
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977 (D.C.
Law 2-20; D.C. Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.).

SEC. 112. No part of this appropriation shall
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes
or implementation of any policy including
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla-
tion pending before Congress or any State
legislature.

SEC. 113. At the start of the fiscal year, the
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar-
ter and by project, for capital outlay bor-
rowings: Provided, That within a reasonable
time after the close of each quarter, the
Mayor shall report to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Congress the ac-
tual borrowings and spending progress com-
pared with projections.

SEC. 114. The Mayor shall not borrow any
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor
has obtained prior approval from the Council
of the District of Columbia, by resolution,
identifying the projects and amounts to be
financed with such borrowings.

SEC. 115. The Mayor shall not expend any
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the
operating expenses of the District of Colum-
bia government.

SEC. 116. None of the funds provided under
this Act to the agencies funded by this Act,
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both Federal and District government agen-
cies, that remain available for obligation or
expenditure in fiscal year 2000, or provided
from any accounts in the Treasury of the
United States derived by the collection of
fees available to the agencies funded by this
Act, shall be available for obligation or ex-
penditure for an agency through a re-
programming of funds which: (1) creates new
programs; (2) eliminates a program, project,
or responsibility center; (3) establishes or
changes allocations specifically denied, lim-
ited or increased by Congress in the Act; (4)
increases funds or personnel by any means
for any program, project, or responsibility
center for which funds have been denied or
restricted; (5) reestablishes through re-
programming any program or project pre-
viously deferred through reprogramming; (6)
augments existing programs, projects, or re-
sponsibility centers through a reprogram-
ming of funds in excess of $1,000,000 or 10 per-
cent, whichever is less; or (7) increases by 20
percent or more personnel assigned to a spe-
cific program, project, or responsibility cen-
ter; unless the Appropriations Committees of
both the Senate and House of Representa-
tives are notified in writing 30 days in ad-
vance of any reprogramming as set forth in
this section.

SEC. 117. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur,
or other personal servants to any officer or
employee of the District of Columbia govern-
ment.

SEC. 118. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to procure passenger automobiles as
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency
Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425;
15 U.S.C. 2001(2)), with an Environmental
Protection Agency estimated miles per gal-
lon average of less than 22 miles per gallon:
Provided, That this section shall not apply to
security, emergency rescue, or armored vehi-
cles.

SEC. 119. (a) CiTY ADMINISTRATOR.—The
last sentence of section 422(7) of the District
of Columbia Home Rule Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-242(7)) is amended by striking ‘‘, not to ex-
ceed’”” and all that follows and inserting a pe-
riod.

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF REDEVELOP-
MENT LAND AGENCY.—Section 1108(c)(2)(F) of
the District of Columbia Government Com-
prehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C.
Code, sec. 1-612.8(c)(2)(F)) is amended to read
as follows:

“(F) Redevelopment Land Agency board
members shall be paid per diem compensa-
tion at a rate established by the Mayor, ex-
cept that such rate may not exceed the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay for
level 15 of the District Schedule for each day
(including travel time) during which they
are engaged in the actual performance of
their duties.”.

SEC. 120. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, the provisions of the District of
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit
Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C. Law 2-139; D.C.
Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), enacted pursuant
to section 422(3) of the District of Columbia
Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 790; Public Law 93-
198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(3)), shall apply with
respect to the compensation of District of
Columbia employees: Provided, That for pay
purposes, employees of the District of Co-
lumbia government shall not be subject to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code.

SEC. 121. No later than 30 days after the
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal
year 2000 revenue estimates as of the end of
the first quarter of fiscal year 2000. These es-
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timates shall be used in the budget request
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001.
The officially revised estimates at midyear
shall be used for the midyear report.

SEC. 122. No sole source contract with the
District of Columbia government or any
agency thereof may be renewed or extended
without opening that contract to the com-
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec-
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure-
ment Practices Act of 1985 (D.C. Law 6-85;
D.C. Code, sec. 1-1183.3), except that the Dis-
trict of Columbia government or any agency
thereof may renew or extend sole source con-
tracts for which competition is not feasible
or practical: Provided, That the determina-
tion as to whether to invoke the competitive
bidding process has been made in accordance
with duly promulgated rules and procedures
and said determination has been reviewed
and approved by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority.

SEC. 123. For purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), the
term ‘‘program, project, and activity’ shall
be synonymous with and refer specifically to
each account appropriating Federal funds in
this Act, and any sequestration order shall
be applied to each of the accounts rather
than to the aggregate total of those ac-
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders
shall not be applied to any account that is
specifically exempted from sequestration by
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

SEC. 124. In the event a sequestration order
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
(99 Stat. 1037: Public Law 99-177), after the
amounts appropriated to the District of Co-
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days
after receipt of a request therefor from the
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as
are sequestered by the order: Provided, That
the sequestration percentage specified in the
order shall be applied proportionately to
each of the Federal appropriation accounts
in this Act that are not specifically exempt-
ed from sequestration by such Act.

SEC. 125. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a
gift or donation during fiscal year 2000 if—

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and
use of the gift or donation: Provided, That
the Council of the District of Columbia may
accept and use gifts without prior approval
by the Mayor; and

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to
carry out its authorized functions or duties.

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia
government shall keep accurate and detailed
records of the acceptance and use of any gift
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, and shall make such records available
for audit and public inspection.

(c) For the purposes of this section, the
term “‘entity of the District of Columbia
government”’ includes an independent agen-
cy of the District of Columbia.

(d) This section shall not apply to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which
may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of
the District of Columbia, accept and use
gifts to the public schools without prior ap-
proval by the Mayor.

SEC. 126. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used by the District
of Columbia to provide for salaries, expenses,
or other costs associated with the offices of
United States Senator or United States Rep-
resentative under section 4(d) of the District
of Columbia Statehood Constitutional Con-
vention Initiatives of 1979 (D.C. Law 3-171;
D.C. Code, sec. 1-113(d)).
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SEC. 127. (a) The University of the District
of Columbia shall submit to the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Authority
and the Council of the District of Columbia
no later than 15 calendar days after the end
of each quarter a report that sets forth—

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure
projections versus budget broken out on the
basis of control center, responsibility center,
and object class, and for all funds, non-ap-
propriated funds, and capital financing;

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and for all funding
sources;

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged, broken out on the basis
of control center and responsibility center,
and contract identifying codes used by the
University of the District of Columbia; pay-
ments made in the last quarter and year-to-
date, the total amount of the contract and
total payments made for the contract and
any modifications, extensions, renewals; and
specific modifications made to each contract
in the last month;

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports
that have been made by the University of the
District of Columbia within the last quarter
in compliance with applicable law; and

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the
organizational structure of the University of
the District of Columbia, displaying previous
and current control centers and responsi-
bility centers, the names of the organiza-
tional entities that have been changed, the
name of the staff member supervising each
entity affected, and the reasons for the
structural change.

(b) The Mayor, the Authority, and the
Council shall provide the Congress by Feb-
ruary 1, 2000, a summary, analysis, and rec-
ommendations on the information provided
in the quarterly reports.

SEC. 128. Funds authorized or previously
appropriated to the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia by this or any other Act to
procure the necessary hardware and installa-
tion of new software, conversion, testing,
and training to improve or replace its finan-
cial management system are also available
for the acquisition of accounting and finan-
cial management services and the leasing of
necessary hardware, software or any other
related goods or services, as determined by
the District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Author-
ity.

)éEC. 129. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be made available to pay the
fees of an attorney who represents a party
who prevails in an action, including an ad-
ministrative proceeding, brought against the
District of Columbia Public Schools under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) if—

(1) the hourly rate of compensation of the
attorney exceeds 120% of the hourly rate of
compensation under section 11-2604(a), Dis-
trict of Columbia Code; or

(2) the maximum amount of compensation
of the attorney exceeds 120% of the max-
imum amount of compensation under section
11-2604(b)(1), District of Columbia Code, ex-
cept that compensation and reimbursement
in excess of such maximum may be approved
for extended or complex representation in
accordance with section 11-2604(c), District
of Columbia Code.

SEC. 130. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act shall be expended for any
abortion except where the life of the mother
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would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term or where the pregnancy is the result
of an act of rape or incest.

SEc. 131. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement or en-
force the Health Care Benefits Expansion
Act of 1992 (D.C. Law 9-114; D.C. Code, sec.
36-1401 et seq.) or to otherwise implement or
enforce any system of registration of unmar-
ried, cohabiting couples (whether homo-
sexual, heterosexual, or lesbian), including
but not limited to registration for the pur-
pose of extending employment, health, or
governmental benefits to such couples on the
same basis that such benefits are extended to
legally married couples.

SEC. 132. The Superintendent of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools shall sub-
mit to the Congress, the Mayor, the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, and the
Council of the District of Columbia no later
than 15 calendar days after the end of each
quarter a report that sets forth—

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure
projections versus budget, broken out on the
basis of control center, responsibility center,
agency reporting code, and object class, and
for all funds, including capital financing;

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and agency reporting
code, and for all funding sources;

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged, broken out on the basis
of control center, responsibility center, and
agency reporting code; and contract identi-
fying codes used by the District of Columbia
Public Schools; payments made in the last
quarter and year-to-date, the total amount
of the contract and total payments made for
the contract and any modifications, exten-
sions, renewals; and specific modifications
made to each contract in the last month;

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports
that are required to be, and have been, sub-
mitted to the Board of Education; and

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the
organizational structure of the District of
Columbia Public Schools, displaying pre-
vious and current control centers and re-
sponsibility centers, the names of the orga-
nizational entities that have been changed,
the name of the staff member supervising
each entity affected, and the reasons for the
structural change.

SEC. 133. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia shall annually compile an accurate
and verifiable report on the positions and
employees in the public school system and
the university, respectively. The annual re-
port shall set forth—

(1) the number of validated schedule A po-
sitions in the District of Columbia public
schools and the University of the District of
Columbia for fiscal year 1999, fiscal year 2000,
and thereafter on full-time equivalent basis,
including a compilation of all positions by
control center, responsibility center, funding
source, position type, position title, pay
plan, grade, and annual salary; and

(2) a compilation of all employees in the
District of Columbia public schools and the
University of the District of Columbia as of
the preceding December 31, verified as to its
accuracy in accordance with the functions
that each employee actually performs, by
control center, responsibility center, agency
reporting code, program (including funding
source), activity, location for accounting

H10095

purposes, job title, grade and classification,
annual salary, and position control number.

(b) SuBMISSION.—The annual report re-
quired by subsection (a) of this section shall
be submitted to the Congress, the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus
Commission, and the Authority, not later
than February 15 of each year.

SEC. 134. (a) No later than November 1,
1999, or within 30 calendar days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever
occurs later, and each succeeding year, the
Superintendent of the District of Columbia
Public Schools and the University of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees, the Mayor,
the District of Columbia Council, the Con-
sensus Commission, and the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, a revised ap-
propriated funds operating budget for the
public school system and the University of
the District of Columbia for such fiscal year
that is in the total amount of the approved
appropriation and that realigns budgeted
data for personal services and other-than-
personal services, respectively, with antici-
pated actual expenditures.

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted
in the format of the budget that the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia submit to the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May-
or’s budget submission to the Council of the
District of Columbia pursuant to section 442
of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act
(Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-301).

SEC. 135. The District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, acting on behalf of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools [DCPS] in
formulating the DCPS budget, the Board of
Trustees of the University of the District of
Columbia, the Board of Library Trustees,
and the Board of Governors of the University
of the District of Columbia School of Law
shall vote on and approve the respective an-
nual or revised budgets for such entities be-
fore submission to the Mayor of the District
of Columbia for inclusion in the Mayor’s
budget submission to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia in accordance with section
442 of the District of Columbia Home Rule
Act (Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-
301), or before submitting their respective
budgets directly to the Council.

SEC. 136. (a) CEILING ON TOTAL OPERATING
EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the total amount ap-
propriated in this Act for operating expenses
for the District of Columbia for fiscal year
2000 under the caption ‘‘Division of Ex-
penses’ shall not exceed the lesser of—

(A) the sum of the total revenues of the
District of Columbia for such fiscal year; or

(B) $5,515,379,000 (of which $152,753,000 shall
be from intra-District funds and $3,113,854,000
shall be from local funds), which amount
may be increased by the following:

(i) proceeds of one-time transactions,
which are expended for emergency or unan-
ticipated operating or capital needs approved
by the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority; or

(ii) after notification to the Council, addi-
tional expenditures which the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia cer-
tifies will produce additional revenues dur-
ing such fiscal year at least equal to 200 per-
cent of such additional expenditures, and
that are approved by the Authority.
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(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia and the Au-
thority shall take such steps as are nec-
essary to assure that the District of Colum-
bia meets the requirements of this section,
including the apportioning by the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the appropriations and
funds made available to the District during
fiscal year 2000, except that the Chief Finan-
cial Officer may not reprogram for operating
expenses any funds derived from bonds,
notes, or other obligations issued for capital
projects.

(b) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF GRANTS NOT
INCLUDED IN CEILING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Mayor, in consultation with
the Chief Financial Officer, during a control
year, as defined in section 305(4) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Act of 1995
(Public Law 104-8; 109 Stat. 152), may accept,
obligate, and expend Federal, private, and
other grants received by the District govern-
ment that are not reflected in the amounts
appropriated in this Act.

(2) REQUIREMENT OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI-
CER REPORT AND AUTHORITY APPROVAL.—NO
such Federal, private, or other grant may be
accepted, obligated, or expended pursuant to
paragraph (1) until—

(A) the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia submits to the Authority a
report setting forth detailed information re-
garding such grant; and

(B) the Authority has reviewed and ap-
proved the acceptance, obligation, and ex-
penditure of such grant in accordance with
review and approval procedures consistent
with the provisions of the District of Colum-
bia Financial Responsibility and Manage-
ment Assistance Act of 1995.

(3) PROHIBITION ON SPENDING IN ANTICIPA-
TION OF APPROVAL OR RECEIPT.—NoO amount
may be obligated or expended from the gen-
eral fund or other funds of the District gov-
ernment in anticipation of the approval or
receipt of a grant under paragraph (2)(B) of
this subsection or in anticipation of the ap-
proval or receipt of a Federal, private, or
other grant not subject to such paragraph.

(4) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—The Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall
prepare a quarterly report setting forth de-
tailed information regarding all Federal, pri-
vate, and other grants subject to this sub-
section. Each such report shall be submitted
to the Council of the District of Columbia,
and to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and the Senate,
not later than 15 days after the end of the
quarter covered by the report.

(c) REPORT ON EXPENDITURES BY FINANCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE AUTHORITY.—Not later than 20 calendar
days after the end of each fiscal quarter
starting October 1, 1999, the Authority shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform of the House, and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate providing an itemized accounting of all
non-appropriated funds obligated or ex-
pended by the Authority for the quarter. The
report shall include information on the date,
amount, purpose, and vendor name, and a de-
scription of the services or goods provided
with respect to the expenditures of such
funds.

SEC. 137. If a department or agency of the
government of the District of Columbia is
under the administration of a court-ap-
pointed receiver or other court-appointed of-
ficial during fiscal year 2000 or any suc-
ceeding fiscal year, the receiver or official
shall prepare and submit to the Mayor, for
inclusion in the annual budget of the Dis-
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trict of Columbia for the year, annual esti-
mates of the expenditures and appropriations
necessary for the maintenance and operation
of the department or agency. All such esti-
mates shall be forwarded by the Mayor to
the Council, for its action pursuant to sec-
tions 446 and 603(c) of the District of Colum-
bia Home Rule Act, without revision but
subject to the Mayor’s recommendations.
Notwithstanding any provision of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 Stat.
774; Public Law 93-198) the Council may com-
ment or make recommendations concerning
such annual estimates but shall have no au-
thority under such Act to revise such esti-
mates.

SEC. 138. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, rule, or regulation, an em-
ployee of the District of Columbia public
schools shall be—

(1) classified as an Educational Service em-
ployee;

(2) placed under the personnel authority of
the Board of Education; and

(3) subject to all Board of Education rules.

(b) School-based personnel shall constitute
a separate competitive area from nonschool-
based personnel who shall not compete with
school-based personnel for retention pur-
poses.

SEC. 139. (a) RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF OFFI-
CIAL VEHICLES.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, none of the funds made
available by this Act or by any other Act
may be used to provide any officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia with an
official vehicle unless the officer or em-
ployee uses the vehicle only in the perform-
ance of the officer’s or employee’s official
duties. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘‘official duties’ does not include trav-
el between the officer’s or employee’s resi-
dence and workplace (except: (1) in the case
of an officer or employee of the Metropolitan
Police Department who resides in the Dis-
trict of Columbia or is otherwise designated
by the Chief of the Department; (2) at the
discretion of the Fire Chief, an officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia Fire and
Emergency Medical Services Department
who resides in the District of Columbia and
is on call 24 hours a day; (3) the Mayor of the
District of Columbia; and (4) the Chairman of
the Council of the District of Columbia).

(b) INVENTORY OF VEHICLES.—The Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the District of Columbia
shall submit, by November 15, 1999, an inven-
tory, as of September 30, 1999, of all vehicles
owned, leased or operated by the District of
Columbia government. The inventory shall
include, but not be limited to, the depart-
ment to which the vehicle is assigned; the
year and make of the vehicle; the acquisition
date and cost; the general condition of the
vehicle; annual operating and maintenance
costs; current mileage; and whether the vehi-
cle is allowed to be taken home by a District
officer or employee and if so, the officer or
employee’s title and resident location.

SEC. 140. (a) SOURCE OF PAYMENT FOR EM-
PLOYEES DETAILED WITHIN GOVERNMENT.—
For purposes of determining the amount of
funds expended by any entity within the Dis-
trict of Columbia government during fiscal
year 2000 and each succeeding fiscal year,
any expenditures of the District government
attributable to any officer or employee of
the District government who provides serv-
ices which are within the authority and ju-
risdiction of the entity (including any por-
tion of the compensation paid to the officer
or employee attributable to the time spent
in providing such services) shall be treated
as expenditures made from the entity’s budg-
et, without regard to whether the officer or
employee is assigned to the entity or other-
wise treated as an officer or employee of the
entity.
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(b) MODIFICATION OF REDUCTION IN FORCE
PROCEDURES.—The District of Columbia Gov-
ernment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act
of 1978 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), is fur-
ther amended in section 2408(a) by deleting
‘1999 and inserting, ‘‘2000’’; in subsection
(b), by deleting ““1999”" and inserting ‘2000"’;
in subsection (i), by deleting ‘“1999” and in-
serting, ‘“2000”’; and in subsection (k), by de-
leting ““1999’" and inserting, ‘“2000"".

SEC. 141. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not later than 120 days after the
date that a District of Columbia Public
Schools [DCPS] student is referred for eval-
uation or assessment—

(1) the District of Columbia Board of Edu-
cation, or its successor, and DCPS shall as-
sess or evaluate a student who may have a
disability and who may require special edu-
cation services; and

(2) if a student is classified as having a dis-
ability, as defined in section 101(a)(1) of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(84 Stat. 175; 20 U.S.C. 1401(a)(1)) or in section
7(8) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (87 Stat.
359; 29 U.S.C. 706(8)), the Board and DCPS
shall place that student in an appropriate
program of special education services.

SEC. 142. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH Buy AMER-
ICAN AcT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with the Buy
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a-10c).

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT
REGARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products to the great-
est extent practicable.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
agency of the Federal or District of Colum-
bia government shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
‘““Made in America’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 143. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used for purposes of the an-
nual independent audit of the District of Co-
lumbia government (including the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority) for fiscal
year 2000 unless—

(1) the audit is conducted by the Inspector
General of the District of Columbia pursuant
to section 208(a)(4) of the District of Colum-
bia Procurement Practices Act of 1985 (D.C.
Code, sec. 1-1182.8(a)(4)); and

(2) the audit includes a comparison of au-
dited actual year-end results with the reve-
nues submitted in the budget document for
such year and the appropriations enacted
into law for such year.
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SEC. 144. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize any office, agency or en-
tity to expend funds for programs or func-
tions for which a reorganization plan is re-
quired but has not been approved by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Authority. Ap-
propriations made by this Act for such pro-
grams or functions are conditioned only on
the approval by the Authority of the re-
quired reorganization plans.

SEC. 145. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, rule, or regulation, the evalua-
tion process and instruments for evaluating
District of Columbia Public School employ-
ees shall be a non-negotiable item for collec-
tive bargaining purposes.

SEC. 146. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used by the District of Co-
lumbia Corporation Counsel or any other of-
ficer or entity of the District government to
provide assistance for any petition drive or
civil action which seeks to require Congress
to provide for voting representation in Con-
gress for the District of Columbia.

SEC. 147. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to transfer or confine
inmates classified above the medium secu-
rity level, as defined by the Federal Bureau
of Prisons classification instrument, to the
Northeast Ohio Correctional Center located
in Youngstown, Ohio.

SEC. 148. (a) Section 202(i) of the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995 (Public Law
104-8), as added by Section 155 of the District
of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1999, is
amended to read as follows:

““(Jj) RESERVE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal
year 2000, the plan or budget submitted pur-
suant to this Act shall contain $150,000,000
for a reserve to be established by the Mayor,
Council of the District of Columbia, Chief Fi-
nancial Officer for the District of Columbia,
and the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority.

““(2) CONDITIONS ON USE.—The
funds—

“(A) shall only be expended according to
criteria established by the Chief Financial
Officer and approved by the Mayor, Council
of the District of Columbia, and District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, but, in no
case may any of the reserve funds be ex-
pended until any other surplus funds have
been used;

““(B) shall not be used to fund the agencies
of the District of Columbia government
under court ordered receivership; and

““(C) shall not be used to fund shortfalls in
the projected reductions budgeted in the
budget proposed by the District of Columbia
government for general supply schedule sav-
ings and management reform savings.

““(3) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—The Authority
shall notify the Appropriations Committees
of both the Senate and House of Representa-
tives in writing 30 days in advance of any ex-
penditure of the reserve funds.”.

(b) Section 202 of such act (Public Law 104—
8), as amended by subsection (a), is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“‘(k) PosSITIVE FUND BALANCE.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The District of Columbia
shall maintain at the end of a fiscal year an
annual positive fund balance in the general
fund of not less than 4 percent of the pro-
jected general fund expenditures for the fol-
lowing fiscal year.

““(2) Excess FUNDS.—Of funds remaining in
excess of the amounts required by paragraph
O—

““(A) not more than 50 percent may be used
for authorized non-recurring expenses; and

reserve
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““(B) not less than 50 percent shall be used
to reduce the debt of the District of Colum-
bia.”.

SEC. 149. (a) No later than November 1,
1999, or within 30 calendar days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever
occurs later, the Chief Financial Officer of
the District of Columbia shall submit to the
appropriate committees of Congress, the
Mayor, and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority a revised appropriated funds
operating budget for all agencies of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government for such fiscal
year that is in the total amount of the ap-
proved appropriation and that realigns budg-
eted data for personal services and other-
than-personal-services, respectively, with
anticipated actual expenditures.

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted
in the format of the budget that the District
of Columbia government submitted pursuant
to section 442 of the District of Columbia
Home Rule Act (Public Law 93-198; D.C.
Code, sec. 47-301).

SEC. 150. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used for any program of dis-
tributing sterile needles or syringes for the
hypodermic injection of any illegal drug, or
for any payment to any individual or entity
who carries out any such program.

SEc. 151. (a) RESTRICTIONS.—None of the
funds contained in this Act may be used to
make rental payments under a lease for the
use of real property by the District of Co-
lumbia government (including any inde-
pendent agency of the District) unless—

(1) the lease and an abstract of the lease
have been filed with the central office of the
Deputy Mayor for Economic Development;
and

(2)(A) the District of Columbia government
occupies the property during the period of
time covered by the rental payment; or

(B) within 60 days of the enactment of this
Act the Mayor certifies to Congress and the
landlord that occupancy is impracticable
and submits with the certification a plan to
terminate or renegotiate the lease or rental
agreement; or

(C) within 60 days of the enactment of this
Act the Council certifies to Congress and the
landlord that occupancy is impracticable
and submits with the certification a plan to
terminate or renegotiate the lease or rental
agreement.

(b) UNoccuPIED PROPERTY.—After 120 days
from the date of the enactment of this Act,
none of the funds contained in this Act may
be used to make rental payments for prop-
erty described in subsections (a)(2)(B) or
(a)(2)(C) of this section.

(€) SEMI-ANNUAL REPORTS BY MAYOR.—Not
later than 20 days after the end of each 6-
month period that begins on October 1, 1999,
the Mayor of the District of Columbia shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate listing the leases for the use
of real property by the District of Columbia
government that were in effect during the 6-
month period, and including for each such
lease the location of the property, the name
of any person with any ownership interest in
the property, the rate of payment, the period
of time covered by the lease, and the condi-
tions under which the lease may be termi-
nated.

SEc. 152. None of the funds contained in
this Act or the District of Columbia Appro-
priations Act, 1999, may be used to enter into
a lease on or after the date of the enactment
of this Act (or to make rental payments
under such a lease) for the use of real prop-
erty by the District of Columbia government
(including any independent agency of the
District) or to purchase real property for the
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use of the District of Columbia government
(including any independent agency of the
District) or to manage real property for the
use of the District of Columbia (including
any independent agency of the District)
unless—

(1) the Mayor and Council certify to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate that exist-
ing real property available to the District
(whether leased or owned by the District
government) is not suitable for the purposes
intended;

(2) notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, there is made available for sale or lease
all property of the District of Columbia
which the Mayor and Council from time to
time determine is surplus to the needs of the
District of Columbia;

(3) the Mayor and Council implement a
program for the periodic survey of all Dis-
trict property to determine if it is surplus to
the needs of the District; and

(4) the Mayor and Council within 60 days of
the date of the enactment of this Act has
filed a report with the appropriations and
authorizing committees of the House and
Senate providing a comprehensive plan for
the management of District of Columbia real
property assets and is proceeding with the
implementation of the plan.

SEC. 153. Section 603(e)(2)(B) of the Student
Loan Marketing Association Reorganization
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-208; 110 Stat.
3009-293) is amended—

(1) by inserting ““‘and public charter’ after
“public’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following: *“‘Of
such amounts and proceeds, $5,000,000 shall
be set aside for use as a credit enhancement
fund for public charter schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, with the administration of
the fund (including the making of loans) to
be carried out by the Mayor through a com-
mittee consisting of 3 individuals appointed
by the Mayor of the District of Columbia and
2 individuals appointed by the Public Char-
ter School Board established under section
2214 of the District of Columbia School Re-
form Act of 1995.”".

SEC. 154. The Mayor, District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority, and the Super-
intendent of Schools shall implement a proc-
ess to dispose of excess public school real
property within 90 days of the enactment of
this Act.

SEc. 155. Section 2003 of the District of Co-
lumbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104-134; D.C. Code, sec. 31-2851) is
amended by striking ‘““during the period’” and
““and ending 5 years after such date.”’.

SEC. 156. Section 2206(c) of the District of
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104-134; D.C. Code, sec. 31-2853.16(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“, except that a preference in admission may
be given to an applicant who is a sibling of
a student already attending or selected for
admission to the public charter school in
which the applicant is seeking enrollment.”

SEC. 157. (a) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—There is
hereby transferred from the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘““Authority’’) to the District
of Columbia the sum of $18,000,000 for sever-
ance payments to individuals separated from
employment during fiscal year 2000 (under
such terms and conditions as the Mayor con-
siders appropriate), expanded contracting
authority of the Mayor, and the implementa-
tion of a system of managed competition
among public and private providers of goods
and services by and on behalf of the District
of Columbia: Provided, That such funds shall
be used only in accordance with a plan
agreed to by the Council and the Mayor and



H10098

approved by the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate: Provided further, That the Au-
thority and the Mayor shall coordinate the
spending of funds for this program so that
continuous progress is made. The Authority
shall release said funds, on a quarterly basis,
to reimburse such expenses, so long as the
Authority certifies that the expenses reduce
re-occurring future costs at an annual ratio
of at least 2 to 1 relative to the funds pro-
vided, and that the program is in accordance
with the best practices of municipal govern-
ment.

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The amount trans-
ferred under subsection (a) shall be derived
from interest earned on accounts held by the
Authority on behalf of the District of Colum-
bia.

SEC. 158. (a) IN GENERAL.—The District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ““Authority’’), working with
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the Di-
rector of the National Park Service, shall
carry out a project to complete all design re-
quirements and all requirements for compli-
ance with the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act for the construction of expanded lane
capacity for the Fourteenth Street Bridge.

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS; TRANSFER.—For pur-
poses of carrying out the project under sub-
section (a), there is hereby transferred to the
Authority from the District of Columbia
dedicated highway fund established pursuant
to section 3(a) of the District of Columbia
Emergency Highway Relief Act (Public Law
104-21; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134.2(a)) an amount
not to exceed $5,000,000.

SEC. 159. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Mayor of
the District of Columbia shall carry out
through the Army Corps of Engineers, an
Anacostia River environmental cleanup pro-
gram.

(b) SourRCE OF FuUNDS.—There are hereby
transferred to the Mayor from the escrow ac-
count held by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority pursuant to section 134 of
division A of the Omnibus Consolidated and
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105-277; 112 Stat. 2681-
552), for infrastructure needs of the District
of Columbia, $5,000,000.

SEC. 160. (a) PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF AD-
MINISTRATIVE COSTS FROM FUND.—Section
16(e) of the Victims of Violent Crime Com-
pensation Act of 1996 (D.C. Code, sec. 3-
435(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““and administrative costs
necessary to carry out this chapter’’; and

(2) by striking the period at the end and in-
serting the following: *“, and no monies in
the Fund may be used for any other pur-
pose.””.

(b) MAINTENANCE OF FUND IN TREASURY OF
THE UNITED STATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 16(a) of such Act
(D.C. Code, sec. 3-435(a)) is amended by strik-
ing the second sentence and inserting the
following: “The Fund shall be maintained as
a separate fund in the Treasury of the United
States. All amounts deposited to the credit
of the Fund are appropriated without fiscal
year limitation to make payments as au-
thorized under subsection (e).”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 16 of
such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 3-435) is amended
by striking subsection (d).

(c) DEPOSIT OF OTHER FEES AND RECEIPTS
INTO FUND.—Section 16(c) of such Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 3-435(c)) is amended by inserting
after ‘*1997,”” the second place it appears the
following: ‘“‘any other fines, fees, penalties,
or assessments that the Court determines
necessary to carry out the purposes of the
Fund,”.

(d) ANNUAL TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED
BALANCES TO MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS OF
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TREASURY.—Section 16 of such Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 3-435), as amended by subsection
(b)(2), is amended by inserting after sub-
section (c) the following new subsection:

‘“(d) Any unobligated balance existing in
the Fund in excess of $250,000 as of the end of
each fiscal year (beginning with fiscal year
2000) shall be transferred to miscellaneous
receipts of the Treasury of the United States
not later than 30 days after the end of the
fiscal year.”.

(e) RATIFICATION OF PAYMENTS AND DEPOS-
ITS.—Any payments made from or deposits
made to the Crime Victims Compensation
Fund on or after April 9, 1997 are hereby rati-
fied, to the extent such payments and depos-
its are authorized under the Victims of Vio-
lent Crime Compensation Act of 1996 (D.C.
Code, sec. 3-421 et seq.), as amended by this
section.

SEC. 161. CERTIFICATION.—None of the funds
contained in this Act may be used after the
expiration of the 60-day period that begins
on the date of the enactment of this Act to
pay the salary of any chief financial officer
of any office of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment (including any independent agency
of the District) who has not filed a certifi-
cation with the Mayor and the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia that
the officer understands the duties and re-
strictions applicable to the officer and their
agency as a result of this Act.

SEC. 162. The proposed budget of the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for fis-
cal year 2001 that is submitted by the Dis-
trict to Congress shall specify potential ad-
justments that might become necessary in
the event that the management savings
achieved by the District during the year do
not meet the level of management savings
projected by the District under the proposed
budget.

SEC. 163. In submitting any document
showing the budget for an office of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government (including an
independent agency of the District) that con-
tains a category of activities labeled as
“other”, ““miscellaneous’, or a similar gen-
eral, nondescriptive term, the document
shall include a description of the types of ac-
tivities covered in the category and a de-
tailed breakdown of the amount allocated for
each such activity.

SEC. 164. (a) AUTHORIZING CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS TO PERFORM REPAIRS AND IMPROVE-
MENTS.—In using the funds made available
under this Act for carrying out improve-
ments to the Southwest Waterfront in the
District of Columbia (including upgrading
marina dock pilings and paving and restor-
ing walkways in the marina and fish market
areas) for the portions of Federal property in
the Southwest quadrant of the District of
Columbia within Lots 847 and 848, a portion
of Lot 846, and the unassessed Federal real
property adjacent to Lot 848 in Square 473,
any entity of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment (including the District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority or its designee) may
place orders for engineering and construc-
tion and related services with the Chief of
Engineers of the United States Army Corps
of Engineers. The Chief of Engineers may ac-
cept such orders on a reimbursable basis and
may provide any part of such services by
contract. In providing such services, the
Chief of Engineers shall follow the Federal
Acquisition Regulations and the imple-
menting Department of Defense regulations.

(b) TIMING FOR AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS
UNDER 1999 ACT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The District of Columbia
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105-277;
112 Stat. 2681-124) is amended in the item re-
lating to “FEDERAL FUNDS—FEDERAL
PAYMENT FOR WATERFRONT IMPROVEMENTS” —
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(A) by striking “‘existing lessees’ the first
place it appears and inserting ‘‘existing les-
sees of the Marina’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘the existing lessees” the
second place it appears and inserting ‘‘such
lessees™.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall
take effect as if included in the District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1999.

(c) ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR IMPROVEMENTS
CARRIED OUT THROUGH CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby trans-
ferred from the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority to the Mayor the sum of
$3,000,000 for carrying out the improvements
described in subsection (a) through the Chief
of Engineers of the United States Army
Corps of Engineers.

(2) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The funds trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be derived
from the escrow account held by the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority pursuant
to section 134 of division A of the Omnibus
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105-277;
112 Stat. 2681-552), for infrastructure needs of
the District of Columbia.

(d) QUARTERLY REPORTS ON PROJECT.—The
Mayor shall submit reports to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate on the status of
the improvements described in subsection (a)
for each calendar quarter occurring until the
improvements are completed.

SEC. 165. It is the sense of the Congress
that the District of Columbia should not im-
pose or take into consideration any height,
square footage, set-back, or other construc-
tion or zoning requirements in authorizing
the issuance of industrial revenue bonds for
a project of the American National Red
Cross at 2025 E Street Northwest, Wash-
ington, D.C., in as much as this project is
subject to approval of the National Capital
Planning Commission and the Commission of
Fine Arts pursuant to section 11 of the joint
resolution entitled ‘“Joint Resolution to
grant authority for the erection of a perma-
nent building for the American National Red
Cross, District of Columbia Chapter, Wash-
ington, District of Columbia’, approved July
1, 1947 (Public Law 100-637; 36 U.S.C. 300108
note).

SEC. 166. (a) PERMITTING COURT SERVICES
AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY ToO
CARRY OUT SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.—
Section 11233(c) of the National Capital Revi-
talization and Self-Government Improve-
ment Act of 1997 (D.C. Code, sec. 24-1233(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(5) SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.—The
Agency shall carry out sex offender registra-
tion functions in the District of Columbia,
and shall have the authority to exercise all
powers and functions relating to sex offender
registration that are granted to the Agency
under any District of Columbia law.”.

(b) AUTHORITY DURING TRANSITION TO FuLL
OPERATION OF AGENCY.—

(1) AUTHORITY OF PRETRIAL SERVICES, PA-
ROLE, ADULT PROBATION AND OFFENDER SUPER-
VISION TRUSTEE.—Notwithstanding section
11232(b)(1) of the National Capital Revitaliza-
tion and Self-Government Improvement Act
of 1997 (D.C. Code, sec. 24-1232(b)(1)), the Pre-
trial Services, Parole, Adult Probation and
Offender Supervision Trustee appointed
under section 11232(a) of such Act (hereafter
referred to as the “Trustee”) shall, in ac-
cordance with section 11232 of such Act, exer-
cise the powers and functions of the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency
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for the District of Columbia (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘““Agency’’) relating to sex of-
fender registration (as granted to the Agency
under any District of Columbia law) only
upon the Trustee’s certification that the
Trustee is able to assume such powers and
functions.

(2) AUTHORITY OF METROPOLITAN POLICE DE-
PARTMENT.—During the period that begins on
the date of the enactment of the Sex Of-
fender Registration Emergency Act of 1999
and ends on the date the Trustee makes the
certification described in paragraph (1), the
Metropolitan Police Department of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall have the authority to
carry out any powers and functions relating
to sex offender registration that are granted
to the Agency or to the Trustee under any
District of Columbia law.

SEC. 167. (a) None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to enact or carry out
any law, rule, or regulation to legalize or
otherwise reduce penalties associated with
the possession, use, or distribution of any
schedule | substance under the Controlled
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802) or any
tetrahydrocannabinols derivative.

(b) The Legalization of Marijuana for Med-
ical Treatment Initiative of 1998, also known
as Initiative 59, approved by the electors of
the District of Columbia on November 3,
1998, shall not take effect.

SEC. 168. (a) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby
transferred from the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority (hereinafter referred to
as the ‘““Authority’) to the District of Co-
lumbia the sum of $5,000,000 for the Mayor, in
consultation with the Council of the District
of Columbia, to provide offsets against local
taxes for a commercial revitalization pro-
gram, such program to be available in enter-
prise zones and low and moderate income
areas in the District of Columbia: Provided,
That in carrying out such a program, the
Mayor shall use Federal commercial revital-
ization proposals introduced in Congress as a
guideline.

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The amount trans-
ferred under subsection (a) shall be derived
from interest earned on accounts held by the
Authority on behalf of the District of Colum-
bia.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Mayor
shall report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives on the progress made in car-
rying out the commercial revitalization pro-
gram.

SEC. 169. Section 456 of the District of Co-
lumbia Home Rule Act (Section 47-231 et seq.
of the D.C. Code, as added by the Federal
Payment Reauthorization Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103-373)) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘“‘Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Authority’ and
inserting ‘“‘Mayor’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘“Au-
thority’ and inserting ‘“Mayor”’.

SEC. 170. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds
the following:

(1) The District of Columbia has recently
witnessed a spate of senseless killings of in-
nocent citizens caught in the crossfire of
shootings. A Justice Department crime vic-
timization survey found that while the city
saw a decline in the homicide rate between
1996 and 1997, the rate was the highest among
a dozen cities and more than double the sec-
ond highest city.

(2) The District of Columbia has not made
adequate funding available to fight drug
abuse in recent years, and the city has not
deployed its resources as effectively as pos-
sible. In fiscal year 1998, $20,900,000 was spent
on publicly funded drug treatment in the
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District compared to $29,000,000 in fiscal year
1993. The District’s Addiction and Prevention
and Recovery Agency currently has only
2,200 treatment slots, a 50 percent drop from
1994, with more than 1,100 people on waiting
lists.

(3) The District of Columbia has seen a
rash of inmate escapes from halfway houses.
According to Department of Corrections
records, between October 21, 1998 and Janu-
ary 19, 1999, 376 of the 1,125 inmates assigned
to halfway houses walked away. Nearly 280
of the 376 escapees were awaiting trial in-
cluding 2 charged with murder.

(4) The District of Columbia public schools
system faces serious challenges in correcting
chronic problems, particularly long-standing
deficiencies in providing special education
services to the 1 in 10 District students need-
ing program benefits, including backlogged
assessments, and repeated failure to meet a
compliance agreement on special education
reached with the Department of Education.

(5) Deficiencies in the delivery of basic
public services from cleaning streets to wait-
ing time at Department of Motor Vehicles to
a rat population estimated earlier this year
to exceed the human population have gen-
erated considerable public frustration.

(6) Last year, the District of Columbia for-
feited millions of dollars in Federal grants
after Federal auditors determined that sev-
eral agencies exceeded grant restrictions and
in other instances, failed to spend funds be-
fore the grants expired.

(7) Findings of a 1999 report by the Annie
E. Casey Foundation that measured the well-
being of children reflected that, with 1 ex-
ception, the District ranked worst in the
United States in every category from infant
mortality to the rate of teenage births to
statistics chronicling child poverty.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that in considering the Dis-
trict of Columbia’s fiscal year 2001 budget,
the Congress will take into consideration
progress or lack of progress in addressing the
following issues:

(1) Crime, including the homicide rate, im-
plementation of community policing, the
number of police officers on local beats, and
the closing down of open-air drug markets.

(2) Access to drug abuse treatment, includ-
ing the number of treatment slots, the num-
ber of people served, the number of people on
waiting lists, and the effectiveness of treat-
ment programs.

(3) Management of parolees and pretrial
violent offenders, including the number of
halfway house escapes and steps taken to im-
prove monitoring and supervision of halfway
house residents to reduce the number of es-
capes.

(4) Education, including access to special
education services and student achievement.

(5) Improvement in basic city services, in-
cluding rat control and abatement.

(6) Application for and management of
Federal grants.

(7) Indicators of child well-being.

SEC. 171. The Mayor, prior to using Federal
Medicaid payments to Disproportionate
Share Hospitals to serve a small number of
childless adults, should consider the rec-
ommendations of the Health Care Develop-
ment Commission that has been appointed
by the Council of the District of Columbia to
review this program, and consult and report
to Congress on the use of these funds.

SEC. 172. GAO STUDY OF DISTRICT OF Co-
LUMBIA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM.—Not later
than 1 year after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Comptroller General of the
United States shall—

(1) conduct a study of the law enforcement,
court, prison, probation, parole, and other
components of the criminal justice system of
the District of Columbia, in order to identify
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the components most in need of additional
resources, including financial, personnel, and
management resources; and

(2) submit to Congress a report on the re-
sults of the study under paragraph (1).

This title may be cited as the “‘District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 2000"".

TITLE 1I—TAX REDUCTION

SEC. 201. COMMENDING REDUCTION OF TAXES
BY DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

Congress commends the District of Colum-
bia for its action to reduce taxes, and ratifies
D.C. Act 13-110 (commonly known as the
Service Improvement and Fiscal Year 2000
Budget Support Act of 1999).

SEC. 202. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this title may be construed to
limit the ability of the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to amend or repeal any
provision of law described in this title.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 330, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. IsTooK) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MoRAN) each will control
30 minutes.

O 1630

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY

was allowed to speak out of order.)
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
body knows, we are working on con-
ference reports on appropriations bills.
We are working well and making good
progress on the remaining bills. Never-
theless, as it is turning out, we will not
be able to file reports this evening that
would make it possible for us to have
bills on the floor tomorrow. In that re-
gard, | think it is only fair that | ad-
vise the Members that as we enter this
bill and this discussion, we will be tak-
ing on the final work of the day and
the next series of votes should be ex-
pected to be the final votes of the day
and, therefore, the final votes of the
week. Members should expect to con-
clude our work at approximately 6
o’clock this evening.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. | yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | thank the
gentleman for yielding. 1 would like to
add to what the majority leader said
and explain that it had been our inten-
tion to file the conference report on
the Interior appropriations bill this
evening, but just at the last minute a
new proposal was submitted, the ad-
ministration had a very strong position
on something, the Senate agreed that
it should be considered, and so we are
not going to have time to do that and
file the bill and get it to the Com-
mittee on Rules tonight. We apologize.
We had expected to have this bill ready
for consideration on the floor tomor-
row except for this last-minute wrinkle
that developed.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, my final
observation, | am sure the Members at
large will want to join me in expressing
our appreciation to the members of the
Committee on Appropriations and
other conferees on other conferences
for their willingness to continue this
work tomorrow and even over the
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weekend even though the House will
not be formally in session.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The House will now proceed
on the District of Columbia appropria-
tions bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 3064, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

We are here, Mr. Speaker, on bring-
ing back the appropriations bill for the
District of Columbia that previously
passed this House a few weeks ago and
was vetoed by the President. It is be-
cause of the President’s veto that we
are still here.

The President in his veto message
mentioned several items which | will
cover in a moment. But | think if we
look first, as we should, at what
underlies this bill in the appropria-
tions, we will understand why some of
these other issues that are raised as a
barrier to the passage of the bill should
not be raised against it.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is important to
the District of Columbia. It adopts and
approves their budget as put forth to
Congress by the mayor and the city
council. We did not change their budg-
et submission. We have a new mayor, a
new council, we are trying to work
closely with them. | have spent a great
many hours working with them and
other persons in the District of Colum-
bia. | appreciate the fresh attitudes
that many of them have brought to
this effort.

This bill has Federal funding, not re-
quired under any sort of formula, Fed-
eral funding to assist in drug testing
and drug treatment for some 30,000 per-
sons in the District of Columbia that
are on probation and parole, that are a
great source of crime in the District. It
has the crackdown money for the open
air drug markets; again not money
that the Congress was required to pro-
vide to the Nation’s capital but which
we are doing because it is the Nation’s
capital, it has a serious drug problem,
we are trying to help them with their
problem of drugs and the interrelated
problem of crime.

We have extra Federal funding to
help them clear the backlog of over
3,000 kids in D.C. that are stuck in fos-
ter homes that need to be adopted into
permanent, stable, loving homes. We
have funding for the incentives for
that. We have funding for cleaning up
the Anacostia River. We have a
strengthening of the charter school
movement which is taking great hold
in D.C. in providing kids an alternative
to some very troubled public schools in
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the Nation’s capital. We have a schol-
arship program to help them attend
college, several million dollars set
aside for that purpose. We have funding
for the court system, funding for the
criminal justice system, funding for
the prison and corrections system.

This is a very important bill to help
cure some of the accumulated problems
of the Nation’s capital. We are assist-
ing them in reducing the size of the
District government, to help them buy
up employment contracts so they can
shrink the size of the District govern-
ment. We have approval for the tax
cuts that the D.C. mayor and council
have adopted, historic tax cuts and re-
ductions to make the Nation’s capital
a better and safer place to live, to work
and to visit.

In the midst of all these, we also
have some things that have been part
of this bill for years, that nevertheless
the President chose those things, to ig-
nore all these other things which have
had universal approval, to ignore all
these others, and the President chose
certain issues in his veto message.

There are seven things in his veto
message. First, he said he was vetoing
it because it did not allow the District
of Columbia to decide for itself wheth-
er marijuana would be legal. Of course,
that is why we have national drug
laws. Second, because it does not per-
mit the District to be involved in pro-
viding free needles to drug addicts, he
vetoed it over that. Third, because it
has a restriction that has been in this
bill for 21 years, saying you do not use
taxpayer money for unrestricted abor-
tion, only in the cases of rape, incest
and life of the mother. Next, he vetoed
it because it continues a restriction
that has been in effect for 8 years, say-
ing that you do not provide taxpayer-
funded benefits to unmarried persons
living together, you do not give them
the same consideration as persons liv-
ing together in marriage. Next, he said
he vetoed it because it does not allow
taxpayer money to be used to finance a
lawsuit, which was filed and is already
proceeding, but it does not let taxpayer
money finance a lawsuit against the
House and the Senate challenging the
Constitution’s restriction that does not
give D.C. a vote the same as another
State in the Congress. Next, he vetoed
it because he said we should not re-
strict the salaries of the D.C. city
council members. There was a lid on
how much they could go up. And, fi-
nally, because it had a restriction on
how much hourly rates could be for at-
torneys that sue the schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, which the D.C.
schools had told us was important be-
cause millions of dollars were being
drained away from the schools by those
lawsuits.

That was the President’s veto mes-
sage. What is different about this bill
from when he vetoed it? We have taken
away the restriction on the D.C. coun-
cil members’ salaries. We have made an
adjustment, albeit a small one, on the
hourly rate legal fees paid to attor-
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neys. We have not changed the provi-
sions relating to needles for drug ad-
dicts. We have not changed the provi-
sions on taxpayer funding for this law-
suit which currently is proceeding with
private funding. It is in the courts. No-
body’s rights have been blocked. It is
being funded with private dollars. They
want to use taxpayers’ money to pay
attorneys that are right now willing to
work for free. One of the leading law
firms in the country, Covington &
Burling, is handling that so-called vot-
ing rights lawsuit. We have not
changed the provisions regarding abor-
tion nor the so-called domestic part-
ners benefits. And we have expressly
retained the language saying the laws
in the Nation’s capital cannot conflict
with the drug laws of the country. And
we have expressly disapproved the ini-
tiative of the D.C. voters trying to le-
galize so-called medical marijuana.

Mr. Speaker, | heard persons on the
other side of the aisle say, ““Oh, these
other things aren’t issues,” and some-
times it is one thing and sometimes it
is another. But | have never, never,
never, never, never heard them say,
“We will accept the provision that re-
quires D.C.’s drug laws to be consistent
with the drug laws of the country.”
They have never said that. They have
never asked the President to withdraw
his veto on those grounds.

| have heard people try to say, “Well,
the President didn’t really veto it over
that.”” Yes, he did. These are excerpts
from the President’s own veto state-
ment.

He wrote to this Congress, it is in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, ‘‘Congress has
interfered in local decisions in this bill
in a way that it would not have done to
any other local jurisdiction in the
country.”

What is he talking about? He said,
“The bill would prohibit the District
from legislating with respect to certain
controlled substances.”” Controlled sub-
stances. That is drugs. That is what
the law talks about. That is how we de-
fine drugs in the law. Because it does
not allow the District to legalize mari-
juana as they are trying to do. And he
says, ‘‘Congress should not impose such
conditions on the District of Colum-
bia.”” Congress imposes those condi-
tions on Oklahoma City. It imposes
them on Alexandria, Virginia. It im-
poses them on Grand Rapids, Michigan.
Every place in the country is covered
by the national drug laws. The Presi-
dent vetoed the bill because he says,
“King’s X, Washington D.C. shouldn’t
be covered,” that they ought to be able
to adopt their own rules of this so-
called medical marijuana.

Mr. Speaker, that is greatly mis-
leading. We have had testimony a num-
ber of times from the persons that we
finance with a $16-billion-a-year effort
to fight drugs in this country, includ-
ing the White House’s own office, the
so-called drug czar, the Office of Na-
tional Drug Policy. Here is the state-
ment from the drug czar of the United
States, General Barry McCaffrey:



October 14, 1999

“Medical marijuana initiatives present
even greater risks to our young people.
Referenda that tell our children that
marijuana is a ‘medicine’ send them
the wrong signal about the dangers of
illegal drugs, increasing the likelihood
that more children will turn to drugs.”

Why did the President not listen to
his own White House people about the
effort to legalize drugs? And they have
told the Congress before that this is
just part of the national effort to legal-
ize drugs, city by city, State by State,
poking holes in the consistent Federal
law against it. | would like to hear a
clear statement from my friends across
the aisle, “We will accept that lan-
guage in the bill. We will accept that
the District of Columbia should be
under the universal drug laws that
cover all parts of the United States of
America.” That is all we are asking.
They have not said it. Maybe they will
today. But | hope it is clear and con-
sistent that they ask the White House
to retract this part of the veto state-
ment by the President.

Why do they do such a thing? | can
only surmise that he is trying to pan-
der to certain political extremists, per-
haps to assist the Vice President in se-
curing an important part of his hoped-
for constituency in his race for Presi-
dent. That is my theory. That is the
only reason | can understand for why
this would occur. | believe that it is
really absurd and ridiculous for the
President of the United States to say
drug policy in America is going to
change from a consistent national pol-
icy to protect our Kids, and instead we
are going to let people shoot holes in
the laws all over the country.

I will place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD a copy of an April 1998 article
from Readers Digest detailing the fi-
nanced effort, using a lot of hype, a lot
of misleading things, to promote the
so-called medical marijuana.

We had a hearing before our sub-
committee. We had the officials from
the Justice Department and the White
House and the Office of National Drug
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Control Policy come and testify. They
confirmed to us that it is never, never
medically necessary or suggested that
smoking marijuana is the best way to
alleviate any health problem. We have
had legal for over 20 years, under pre-
scriptions, the active ingredient, THC,
which people can get via a doctor’s pre-
scription with a drug called Marinol
and they have consistently said, let us
handle the issue of drugs through the
Food and Drug Administration and
through considered policy rather than
use these anecdotes and sob stories
that sometimes people use in political
referenda.

And certainly the police chief of
Washington, D.C. is not fooled. Charles
Ramsey, the chief of police of Wash-
ington, D.C., publicly issued this state-
ment before D.C. had this vote.

O 1645

The police chief said, quote:

“Legalized marijuana under the guise
of medicine is a sure fire prescription
for more marijuana on the streets of
D.C., more trafficking and abuse, and
more drug-related crime and violence
in our neighborhoods. This measure
would provide adequate cover in the
name of medicine for offenders whose
real purpose is to manufacture, dis-
tribute and abuse marijuana.”

That is the police chief right here in
Washington, D.C.

All 1 ask my friends across the aisle
and the White House is to withdraw
their objections to that part of the bill
that says you do not legalize mari-
juana in the Nation’s capital. | am ask-
ing the White House to retract that
statement. Then we could focus on
other issues.

Finally, in my comments at this
time | recognize and will hear some
about this voting rights effort to the
lawsuit, trying to win through the
courts, not through the Constitution, a
vote for D.C. in the House and votes in
the Senate. | understand their concern.
The restriction in the bill does not say
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they cannot have such a suit; it says do
not use taxpayers’ money for it; that
such a suit has been pending; it has
been for many months, handled at pri-
vate expense. The attorneys are han-
dling it pro bono, which means they do
not charge anything, and nobody’s
rights have been denied.

The District officials said, ‘““Oh, we
want to be able to pay the attorneys
that are right now willing to do it for
free.”” That is the issue. It has acquired
some symbolism on both times.

I made a good faith effort in the
House/Senate conference to craft some-
thing that would satisfy D.C. and sat-
isfy the Senate. The Senate has not at
this time been willing to go along with
it.

I think symbolism has got people
pushed on both sides, and I am not
looking at the symbols, | am looking
at the reality that the lawsuit is going
to go forward with or without the fund-
ing; and nominal funding is one thing,
large funding is another. Maybe we can
work that out in conference because we
are going to have a conference between
the House and the Senate.

We are not trying to ramrod any-
thing. 1 have been in communication
with the White House officials through
the Office of Management and Budget;
I have been in communication with my
friends across the aisle, with the per-
sons in the District, with a ton of other
people. We have had lots of discussions
on this.

I hope nobody would believe anything
to the contrary, and we are still going
to have further discussions, but right
now we need to move it along and get
this bill passed. Then we will have the
House/Senate conference, and we will
try to work out the differences. | wish
we could work them all out today. It
will do no end of good if we could just
have our friends across the aisle and
the White House abandon their support
of the effort of D.C. to legalize mari-
juana.
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H.R. 3064 - DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 H.R. 2587 H.R. 3084
Enacted Request {vetoed) H.R. 3064 vs. H.R, 2587
FEDERAL FUNDS
District of Columbia Resident Tuition Support 17,000 17,000
Incentives for Adoption of Foster Children 5,000 5,000
Citizens Complaint Review Board 500 500
Federal Payment for Human Services 250 250
Metrorail improvements and expansion 25,000
Federal payment for management reform 25,000
Federal payment for Boys Town U.S.A 7,100
Nation’s Capital infrastructure Fund 18,778
Environmental Study and Related Activities at Lorton Correctional Complex... 7,000
Federal payment to the District of Columbia corrections trustee operations.... 184,800 176,000 176,000 176,000
Federal payment to the District of Columbia Courts 128,000 137,440 998,714 99,714
Defender Services in D.C. Courts 33,336 33,336
Federal payment to the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency of the
District of Columbia 59,400 80,300 93,800 93,800
Federal payment for Metropolitan Police Department 1,200 v 1,000 1,000
Federal payment for Fire Department 3,240
Federal payment for Georgetown Waterfront 1,000
Federal payment to Historical Soclety for City Museum 2,000
Federal payment for a National Museum of American Music and Downtown
Revitalization 700
United States Park Police 8,500
Federal payment for waterfront improvement: 3,000
Federal payment for mentoring services 200
Federal payment for hotline service: 50
Federal payment for public charter schools 15,622
Medicare Coordinated Care Demonstration Project 3,000
Federal payment for Children’s National Medical Center 1,000 v 2,500 2,500 s
National Revitalization Financing:
Economic Development 25,000
Special Education 30,000
Year 2000 information Technology 20,000
Infrastructure and Economic Development 50,000
Y2K conversion emergency funding (courts) 2,249
Y2K conversion {emergency funding) 61,800
Total, Federal funds to the District of Columbia 683,639 393,740 429,100 429,100 ..o
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS
Operating Expenses
Governmental direction and support {164,144) (174,667) {167,356) (167,356)
Economic development and regulation {159,039) (190,335) {190,335) {190,335)
Public safety and justice (755,786) (778,870) {778,770) {778,770)
Public education syst (788,956) (850,411) (867,411) (867,411)
Human support services {1,614,751) (1,525,996) (1,5626,361) {1,526,361)
Public works (266,912) (271,395) (271,395) (271,395)
Receivership Programs (318,979) (337,077) {342,077) (342,077}
Workforce Investments (8,500) (8,500) {8,500)
Buyouts and Management Reform {18,000) {18,000}
Reserve (150,000) {150,000) {150,000)
District of Columbia Financial Responsibitity and Management Assistance
Authority (7,840) (3,140} (3,140) 3,140} s
Financing and other. (384,948)
Washington Convention Center Transfer Payment (5,400)
Repayment of Loans and Interest (382,170) (328,417) [6722: 3 % I 4 T
Repayment of General Fund Recovery Debt (38,453} (38,286) (38,286)
Payment of Interest on Short-Term Borrowing {11,000} (8,000} (9,000)
Certificates of Participation (7,526) {7,950) (7,950)
Human development (6,674}
Optical and Dental Insurance payments (1,295) (1,205)
Productivity Bank. {18,000} {18,000}
Productivity Savings {-18,000) {-18,000}
Procurement and Management Savings {-10,000) (-21,457) (-21,457) (-21,457)
Total, operating expenses, general fund (4,418,030) (4,653,682 (4,686,836} (4,686,836)  ..orievenrernerinirireneeeeas
Enterprise Funds
Water and Sewer Authority and the Washington Aqueduct {273,314) (279,608) (279,608) (279,608)
Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board {225,200) (234,400) (234,400) (234,400)
Office of Cable Television (2,108)
Public Service Commission {5,026)
Office of People’s Counsel {2,501)
Office of insurance and Securities Regulation {7,001)
Office of Banking and Financial Institutions {640)
Sports and Entertainment Commission (8,751) (10,848) (10,846) (10,846)
Public Benefit Corporation (66,764) (89,008} (89,008) (88,008)

D.C. Retirement Board {18,202) (9,892) (9,892) (9,892)
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H.R. 3064 - DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 H.R. 2587 H.R. 3064

Enacted Request (vetoed} H.R. 3064 vs. H.R. 2587
Correctional Industries Fund (3,332) {1,810} {1,810) {1,810)
Washington Convention Center. (48,139) {50,226) (50,226} {50,226)
Total, Enterprise Funds (660,978} (675,790) (675,790) (675,790)

Total, operating expense! {5,079,008} (5,320,472} (5,362,626} (5,362,626) ....oerermrurnracrerninrenes

Capital Outlay

General fund {1,711,161) (1,218,638) (1,218,638) (1,218,638)
Water and Sewer Fund, (197,169) (197,169) (197,168)
Total, Capital Cutlay. 1,711,161 1,415,807 1,415,807 1,415,807
Total, District of Columbia funds. (6,790,169) (6,745,279} (6,778,433) (6,778,433)  covvrvrrrrerercenninieeene
Total:
Federal Funds to the District of Columbia 683,639 393,740 429,100 429,100

District of Columbia funds (6,790,169) (6,745,279 (6,778,433) (6,778,433)
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, let me re-
spond to the challenge from the distin-
guished gentleman and chairman of
this appropriation subcommittee as to
what we are attempting to seek. | will
say it as explicitly as possible.

The citizens of the District of Colum-
bia do want to be held to the same Fed-
eral law that applies to every other cit-
izen of the United States. We have said
it, and in fact that is what this bill is
all about. The only real issue here is
whether D.C. citizens should have the
same responsibilities and the same
rights and be held accountable in the
same manner as every other citizen in
the United States.

That is what this whole issue is all
about: apply the same Federal law on
medicinal use of marijuana as we apply
in every other State and every other
community.

So we got a lot of red herrings here,
and it has been suggested that the
President on the one hand wants to le-
galize drugs and on the other hand, we
quote, the very people he has appointed
to fight drugs, quote them, that they
are opposed to legalizing drugs. They
cannot have it both ways unless all
they are interested in is political rhet-
oric.

The fact is that the President does
not oppose this bill for the specific
issues in these riders but because these
riders do not belong in an appropria-
tions bill, and it is not fair to the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia to
treat them differently than every other
American citizen is treated.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | am disappointed
that | cannot support this bill, because
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
IsToOK) did do a very fine job on the
spending parts of this bill. In terms of
appropriations, nice job, Mr. Chairman.
Well done; it is a good bill. Unfortu-
nately, it is the nonappropriation
issues, the issues that do not belong in
this bill, that have caused the prob-
lems. If it were not for those so-called
social riders that should have been
taken up by the authorizing commit-
tees that are substantive legislation
that do not belong in an appropriations
bill in our opinion, we are not for that;
and this bill would pass unanimously.

We could offer as a substitute today
the appropriations bill that was ap-
proved by the full Committee on Ap-
propriations. We did not get everything
we wanted. In fact, we yielded and lost
on a number of issues. But we had a bi-
partisan vote; it was almost a unani-
mous vote in full committee and an al-
most unanimous vote on the floor. We
accepted the will of the majority. It
was fair. There was some compromise.
It was a good appropriations bill. Give
us that bill, and our work is done, and
I know the President will sign this.

Give us the bill that the full major-
ity-controlled Committee on Appro-
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priations passed. Give us the bill that
this House floor passed, and our work
is done. We will sign in a moment, we
will vote for it in a moment, and I am
sure the President will sign it in a mo-
ment.

Efforts to micromanage the affairs of
the District were kept to a minimum
in that bill. The functions that the
Federal Government assumed under
the revitalization act, that was terrific
legislation thanks to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. DAvis), the Chair of
the authorizing committee, where
these other issues should be dealt with.
Those issues were funded at the appro-
priate levels. Those programs, they are
good programs, crime, drug treatment,
education, the environment, health
care, and in fact they boosted funding
for them. We wanted to keep that
money; we wanted to support their ef-
forts on that.

Mr. Speaker, as | say, after we had an
opportunity to debate the pros and
cons and do some compromise, we
agreed that it was a good bill, it de-
served our support.

But then we got to conference, and it
became clear that we were not making
progress, that in fact it was not a spirit
of compromise that pervaded in the
conference; and that is why we turned
around and did not support the bill.
For example, in voting rights the
chairman gave assurances to the dele-
gate from the District of Columbia
that he would take care of the voting
rights issue in conference. Did not hap-
pen. Had it happened, we would not be
in this posture, and | would be happy to
yield to the gentleman just as often as
he yielded to me.

So let us talk about the issues that
are at stake here, and the point that I
am trying to make, that we ought to
treat the District just like our own
constituents, nothing more, nothing
less.

No one in this body, to my knowledge
no one in the Senate, has offered an
amendment, for example, and has told
their constituents that they cannot use
their own local funds to provide health
care for domestic partners. No one has
done that. No one is telling their con-
stituents who participate in more than
67 State and local government health
care plans, more than 95 college and
university health plans and 70 Fortune
500 company health care plans, at least
450 other major business plans, not-for-
profit union health care plans, no one
has tried to make it illegal for those
private entities and State and local
governments to do what they think is
right for their constituents. No one,
but we have done it for the District.

No one in this body has offered an
amendment to prohibit the 113, 113
other localities that have needle ex-
change programs. We have not tried.
No one has tried to prevent them from
using their local funds for those pro-
grams, and yet the District of Colum-
bia has the very highest rate in the
country of HIV infection, and that is
why so many people care. It is the sin-
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gle greatest source of deaths for people
between the ages of 25 and 35. Of all the
communities that ought to be afraid to
do what they think is necessary, no
matter how radical some people may
think it, the District has the worst
problem.

I am sure we would not do it to any
other community, tell them that they
cannot deal with their problems in the
way that they see fit, particularly
since every scientific and medical
study, every study has affirmed that
needle exchange programs in fact work.
They reduce the transmission of AIDS
and HIV, and they do not increase the
use of illegal drugs. Every study has
said that. But the reason that the
Whitman-Walker Clinic in the District
wants to do it is because it enables
them to get access to people who are
addicted to drugs. If they come in for
the needles, the needles cost nothing;
but when they go in, they identify the
drug addicts in the community, they
can get them into treatment, and they
do not get needles unless they can get
into drug treatment and counseling.

That is what that is all about.

But we said in committee, let us not
deal with this issue with Federal funds.
We accept the will of the majority. Let
us not use any public funds. No public
funds can be used for needle exchange
programs, and that is what the full
committee passed.

Give us that language, and again this
becomes the kind of bill that we could
support. But our colleagues would not
give us that language. They are saying
private funds cannot be used. No will-
ingness to compromise.

Lastly, no one here would consider
offering legislation that would apply
the same restrictions on the medicinal
use of marijuana that we have applied
for District residents. We are not say-
ing that we buy into the program. We
understand it is a very controversial
issue. But six States have passed
referenda. They passed the referenda.
Why not let the District of Columbia
pass the same referenda?

I have not seen anybody from any of
those States try to prevent their
States from passing such a referenda,
only D.C. Is that fair? As my col-
leagues know, it obviously is not fair.

So all we want to say is let the Fed-
eral law apply as it does to those six
other States. We are not trying to
change Federal law; we are just trying
not to interfere with the District’s
right to have the same rights and re-
sponsibilities that everyone of our con-
stituents have.

Likewise the abortion issue. We fight
about it every year, but we are willing
to accept what is a more than fair com-
promise, keep the Federal funds out of
it, prohibit Federal funds.

So we go down the list, and everyone
of these issues come down to the same
thing, not whether or not we support
the program, but whether or not we
support the rights of the citizens of the
District of Columbia to make their own
judgments with their own funds, not
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with Federal funds. That is what this
objection is all about.

Lastly is the issue of voting rights.
We discussed it on the rule. All that
needs to be allowed is for the D.C. Cor-
poration Counsel to advise the D.C.
City Council, the elected body of the
District of Columbia, on the status of
legislation directly affecting D.C. citi-
zens. That is all they have to do be-
cause the cost is paid for pro bono by a
large law firm, but right now the D.C.
Corporation Counsel cannot even dis-
cuss it with the D.C. City Council. Now
this is not an unreasonable request.

So | am going to offer an amend-
ment, and all that amendment would
do is to insert one word. It would say
that no Federal funds can be used in
the pursuit of, and actually | will give
my colleagues the exact words; it
would say: ‘““No Federal funds can be
used by the District of Columbia Cor-
poration Counsel or any other officer
or entities of D.C. government to pro-
vide assistance for any petition drive
or civil action which seeks to require
Congress to provide the voting rep-
resentation of Congress for D.C.”’
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No Federal funds can be used for
that. That is what we want to do. |
cannot imagine that my colleagues
could come up with anything more rea-
sonable as a compromise than that.

So with that, Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment that | have placed at the desk be
considered as adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). Does the manager of the bill,
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
IsToOK), who called the bill up for con-
sideration, yield for this purpose?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, under the
rule, 1 do not believe | am permitted to
yield for any amendments.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let me
repeat the question. Does the manager
of the bill, the gentleman from Okla-
homa, who called the bill up for consid-
eration, yield for that purpose?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | have not
yielded for that purpose.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my understanding that, con-
trary to what the gentleman suggested,
that that would not be prohibited by
the rule for the gentleman to yield for
this request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has not yielded for that pur-
pose.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, if 1 might explain my question of
the Speaker, there is perhaps a mis-
understanding, and maybe it is on my
part, but is it not a correct under-
standing that it would be in order, if
the gentleman were to vyield, such
yielding for this purpose would not be
prohibited by the rule that was passed?
Is that a correct interpretation?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair could entertain a unanimous
consent request from the gentleman
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from Virginia if the gentleman from
Oklahoma would yield for that pur-
pose. He has not yielded.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, he has not yielded. | wanted to clar-
ify that, that the gentleman was free
to yield, but chose not to yield for that
purpose. His yielding would not have
been prohibited with the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TIAHRT. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. TIAHRT. If the gentleman is
making a unanimous consent request
for the purpose of something that is al-
ready in the bill, would his request not
already have taken place with the final
vote of the bill?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has not entertained any request.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | would
inquire as to how much time remains
on either side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK)
has 15% minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has
18 minutes remaining.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 8 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

| appreciate that there has been some
disposition on this floor to try to res-
cue this bill from its stalemate. | can-
not speak to the riders because this
matter, for me, no longer is about the
riders. | do believe that the riders can
be settled; that there is, and one can
see it from at least some of the Mem-
bers here, some disposition to try to
deal realistically with the riders.

However, as | look at what is hap-
pening on this floor, it is like looking
at a play where everyone is playing her
part. | am unable to play the part of
the Republican who is for the riders
and the Democrat who opposes the rid-
ers, because this is serious business for
me. | want to focus on the process so
that we can find our way out.

This bill was vetoed on September 28.
That was 16 days ago. Since that time,
there has not been a single meeting
among all of those concerned. There
have been discussions with individuals,
discussions that none of them had the
power to consummate into a bill. I had
amicable discussions, for example, with
the chair of the subcommittee. We
even agreed to the kind of thing we
certainly would not agree to see in the
bill, something that had been proposed
that we certainly did not want to see
happen, and he said he would be back
to me after he looked at the veto mes-
sage. | have not heard from him, but |
cannot much blame him, because he
knows that ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON is
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not empowered to make an agreement
on this bill.

For those new to the House, there is
no Member in the Chamber now who is
empowered to solve this matter. That
is not what happens after a veto. After
a veto, one has to get the House and
the Senate Members together, have an
exchange, and see what we can come up
with.

Mr. Speaker, that is what has not oc-
curred on this bill.

I want the Members to know that
this Member believes that an accom-
modation can be made on this bill, and
I ask only that we get in a room to
seek that accommodation. The admin-
istration has tried; it has been unable
to do so, and that may be because get-
ting everybody together has been the
problem. If there is goodwill on both
sides, let us seek to do that now.

The District of Columbia is used to
being treated uniquely; the District of
Columbia is used to being treated un-
fairly, but it is a new low to isolate the
city, to have no communication about
its appropriation with the Members of
the House and Senate who are in a po-
sition to resolve the matter.

When | went to speak with the
Speaker, and | want to say that | ap-
preciate that the Speaker spoke with
me when | asked to speak with him,
even though | had no meeting, and I
appreciate the wonderful tone that the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG)
and the Speaker set when | took the
Mayor of the District of Columbia to
meet them both. And we agreed that
we were going to try to move forward
this year in a fashion that was satisfac-
tory to all and did not involve con-
frontation, and | appreciate that we
had very serious discussions when we
met. | have been assured by the Speak-
er and his staff that there would indeed
be discussions following this vote.

The problem | have with that proce-
dure is that even though there have
been some virtual negotiations here,
what happens after we have a vote, in-
stead of hardening sides, | want to put
the position of the District of Columbia
on the table. Here | speak for the
Mayor. Here | speak for the entire City
Council, and here | speak from the only
Member of Congress that represents
them.

The District of Columbia does not
want a confrontation. The District of
Columbia does not want a vote on this
matter at this time. The District of Co-
lumbia does not want ‘“‘no’’ votes for
the Democrats and ‘‘yes’ votes for the
Republicans. The District of Columbia
does not want a House ritual. The Dis-
trict of Columbia wants the House and
Senate, Democrats and Republicans to
get in a room with the administration
and solve this matter this very day.
And we say that, despite the fact that
there are more anti-home rule riders in
this bill than ever in 25 years of home
rule. Yet, we are willing to engage in
realistic discussions.

From the beginning | have said that
I knew we would not have a perfect
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bill. 1 have been prepared to iron out
our concerns. | have found nobody who
would get me in a room, and | do not
even have to be in there. All that has
to be in there is the agent of the person
that has to sign the bill, we have noth-
ing unless he signs it, and whoever is
empowered in the House and the Sen-
ate to say yes. The gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) is not empow-
ered to do that, he is not the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations,
he is not the Speaker of the House. The
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN)
does not have the power to do that, he
is not the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY); and
certainly nobody in this room is em-
powered to do that for the President of
the United States. If one is serious
about getting a bill done, everybody in
this room knows that is the only way
to do it.

This is no longer about any par-
ticular riders; all of the riders are now
up for grabs. It is about whether we
should go to a vote when this matter
has been brought forward unilaterally.
It is about whether we are willing to
give respect to the new mayor and the
new city council who have submitted a
balanced budget and tax cuts and a sur-
plus; it is about helping a city which
has struggled out of insolvency.

We are well aware of our differences.
We ask that we get the respect of not
submitting us to the summary execu-
tion of a vote at this time, but allow
discussions to go on before any vote oc-
curs so that when we come back on
Tuesday, we can have a vote which
would be, in effect, a consensus vote.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. Ti1AHRT), a member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma for
yielding me this time.

| just want to say that there is a lot
of confusion on that side. First | heard
there were two issues pending, then |
heard that there were seven issues
pending, and then that we have not had
enough meetings. The chairman has
been available to meet with the Presi-
dent’s point of contact for this very
bill, but they have not returned his
phone calls.

Let us go back to the two very objec-
tions: voting rights and needle ex-
change programs. Both of these issues
are progressing forward under private
funds and there is nothing in this legis-
lation that would stop them from hap-
pening. So to consider that this is an
objection to stop the bill is false. They
are continuing at their own speed with
private funds, and | think they should.
They want to use tax dollars, and they
are my tax dollars too. | pay taxes in
the District of Columbia like a lot of
people do. | pay my parking tickets,
and | do not want my taxes going for
either one of these issues. But | do
want to talk about the needle exchange
program because it does currently exist
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and | think it should be stopped be-
cause number one, it is simply bad
policy.

The Drug Czar, General Barry McCaf-
frey, says in his Office of National
Drug Control Policy in July of 1999
that we should not have a needle ex-
change program, and why? The public
health risks outweigh the benefits. He
said that treatment should be our pri-
ority. He says it sends the wrong mes-
sage to our children and it places dis-
advantaged neighborhoods in greater
risk. Well, if one does not agree with
General McCaffrey, then call for his
resignation. We can quote study after
study, but the Drug Czar says we
should not be doing this and let us not
do it. If one does not agree with that,
call for his resignation.

I do not think it works, because num-
ber two, the facts are very clear. If we
look at what has happened in Balti-
more, Baltimore has had a needle ex-
change program for 7 years; all of the
opportunity in the world for it to work.
But, according to the AP in a story re-
leased on July 5, nine out of 10 injec-
tion drug users in Baltimore have a
blood-borne virus, nine out of 10. If
nine out of 10 is not failure, how do we
define failure?

The District of Columbia should not
accept 10 percent as a passing grade. It
simply does not work.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I know my friend from Kansas would
appreciate having his quote fully ex-
plained so that no one might take it
out of context.

General McCaffrey’s quote was, “I
think the expanding number of needle
exchange programs may go on at the
community level, but it is our own
viewpoint that Federal dollars need to
be really conserved for effective drug
treatment, particularly in support of
the criminal justice system.”’

General McCaffrey’s office has told
us that his remarks were taken out of
context. He does support a ban on Fed-
eral funds for the use of needle ex-
change programs which, of course, is
the language that we are trying to get
in this bill, the very language General
McCaffrey supports, but he has never
supported a prohibition on local juris-
dictions’ efforts to implement a needle
exchange program.

Now, these are the facts. | know the
gentleman agrees with me that we are
all entitled to our own opinion, but not
to our own set of facts. These are facts.
This is General McCaffrey’s full quote,
and | know he appreciates having his
quote clarified so that it is not taken
out of context.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. TIAHRT).

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Virginia is right. Facts
are stubborn things and the facts are
that nine out of 10 injection drug users
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in Baltimore are infected with a drug-
borne virus. A complete failure.

But to go back to the gentleman’s
point about General McCaffrey, this
program does exist at the local level, it
continues with local funds, and that
agrees with what he is trying to say.
So | do not think there is a disagree-
ment with that. The disagreement is
that this is bad policy; it simply does
not work; and it should not progress
the way we have it here in the District
of Columbia. We should make this a
shining city, a jewel on the top of the
hill and not some place as a drug
haven.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
is the glass half empty or is it half full?
That is where we always seem to be on
the District appropriation bill.

This bill has a number of good things
in it. We have taken off some of the
riders from the last visit to the House
floor. We have taken off the limitation
on Council’s salaries. We have taken
off the capping of attorney’s fees for
special ed attorneys and the limiting of
counsel on the leased property, work-
ing with the mayor.

But this bill continues to have a
number of good things, in fact, even
some better things as a result of bring-
ing it to the floor this second time.
There are three additional million dol-
lars for the Southwest waterfront that
were not here, additional funding to
the CJA attorneys for the local courts,
so they can be paid for representing
poor people in the district.

We have money for the D.C. Scholar-
ship Act. This is something that will
allow D.C. students to pay in-State tui-
tion to Virginia and Maryland State
colleges, a right other people enjoy in
all the other States of the union;
money for the clean-up of the Ana-
costia river, dollars for a study of the
widening of the 14th Street Bridge, ad-
ditional money for drug treatment, and
some other very good things in here. It
takes and ratifies what the Mayor and
the Council agreed on, and the Control
Board, for their budget. So those are
the very positive things.

It has some riders in the bill, some
additions to this bill that have some
controversy. We have talked about the
marijuana initiative. This is a very
poor initiative, in my judgment, be-
cause it is very overly drawn. The
courts would have a field day. We do
not even need a doctor’s prescription to
use marijuana under this, and it is
something that frankly, outside of the
appropriations process, | cannot be-
lieve Congress would approve. If my
county passed it, | know the Common-
wealth of Virginia would not allow us
to do that. That is an issue that | do
not think under any circumstances
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this Congress is going to have to yield
to. It has the needle exchange program.

It has one particularly obnoxious
rider that does not even allow the city
to sue to get their voting status. |
think that is wrong. | opposed it when
it came up here. | would like to see this
come out.

The city does not get a vote on the
House floor. There are 600,000 people
that do not get representation in a
vote on the House floor, the only place
in America, and we will not even allow
them to use their own funds to bring a
lawsuit to get those actions clarified.

Nevertheless, even with all of that, it
has a number of good things. For that
reason, on balance, | think this is a bill
that | would urge my colleagues to sup-
port, and then say that when it goes to
the Senate and when it comes back to
conference, we need to continue the
dialogue. We need to continue the dia-
logue with the delegate from the Dis-
trict of Columbia, continue the dia-
logue with Members of the other side,
continue the dialogue with the District
of Columbia government, and continue
the dialogue with the President.

Eventually, we end up, | think, with
a bill that we can all support, but to
get there, this is an important stage in
the process. If this goes down, we are
back to ground zero. So | would urge
my colleagues at this point to go ahead
and support it.

I would just add, the budget was ve-
toed by the President on September 28.
It is the city government that is now
held hostage by not being able to move
forward with this. The city has done
nothing wrong in this except to ask ap-
proval of their budget. | hope we can
get this resolved as expeditiously as
possible.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of the fiscal year 2000
District of Columbia Appropriations
Act. | also urge President Clinton to
take a firm stand against illicit drug
use by signing this legislation into law
when it arrives there.

Drug users today are no longer
strangers relegated to dingy houses
and back alleys. Drug users are too
often our friends, colleagues, and fam-
ily members. The Congressional Re-
search Service estimates that 11 mil-
lion Americans purchase illegal drugs
and use them more than once a month.
The FBI estimates that State and local
authorities arrested roughly 1.5 million
individuals for drug-related crimes in
1997. What is more, drug use is often a
factor in cases of domestic abuse, child
abuse, and mental illness.

Given these troubling numbers, | be-
lieve the President’s decision last
month to veto this legislation set an
extremely bad precedent. While over-
coming the challenge of drugs is a for-
midable task, it can be done. It will
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take resolve. It will take tough
choices. It calls for bold leadership on
the part of our political leaders.

I urge my colleagues to vote to send
this bill to the President.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Mica), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy, and Human Resources.

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, we have a
constitutional responsibility of stew-
ardship over the District of Columbia.

The other side for 40 years had that
responsibility. When we inherited, a
little over 4 years ago, almost 5 years
ago, that responsibility, we inherited a
District of Columbia where the edu-
cation system was a failure, where the
hospitals were nearly closed down,
where HUD and the housing authority
were bankrupt.

We could not drink the water, and
the water had to be turned over to oth-
ers to operate. The utilities had to be
turned over to others to operate. The
prison system was such a disaster that
we basically had to close down the pris-
on and have it run by someone else.

The morgue was in such bad shape
that the bodies were stacked, and there
were unburied bodies. That is what we
inherited as a new majority, plus a def-
icit that was running in the hundreds
of millions, a half a billion dollars a
year.

In 4 years, what we have done is we
have begun to turn things around, re-
duce the murders in this city. This is
today’s paper. Read today’s paper, the
homicides. Aaron Walker, 18, found
dead. Derrick Edwards, 22, found dead
and murdered. Theodore Garvin, 17.
These are just 2 days of deaths. Do we
want to turn back to that time when
they had their opportunity, and let us
inherit a disaster as far as deaths, and
most of them drug-related?

Baltimore, and these are the statis-
tics from 1996, went from just a few
drug addicts in the beginning of their
needle exchange program to, in 1996,
38,000. We had testimony and com-
ments from one of the city councilmen
in Baltimore that that figure has risen
to one in eight in the population. Do
we want to turn back to that liberal
policy? Do we want to see more deaths?
I say no.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a member of
our subcommittee.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, | happen to live in D.C.
I am a resident. | think that for many,
many years the other side has let D.C.
deteriorate. We set up control boards.
We focused on education. We fully
funded charter schools. We funded edu-
cation. We got a new mayor that | am
proud of, Mayor Williams. He is work-
ing with us.
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The things that we are doing in edu-
cation, the waterfront, the Anacostia
River, $5 million to clean up the most
polluted river in the United States,
with the highest fecal count of any
river. Yet, my colleagues on the other
side would vote against this bill.

I know what the leadership wants,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT). He is fighting for the majority.
But to vote against this bill because
they want to legalize marijuana is
wrong.

My own son was involved with mari-
juana, Jim. He is in boot camp today.
If there was a doctor’s prescription and
it was under real tight control, if some-
one had AIDS, someone had cancer,
then yes, maybe. But | have talked to
residents. | have talked to hundreds of
people. Not a single one of them knew
that it did not even take a doctor’s pre-
scription to use marijuana.

Maybe the President would like this.
He could inhale, for a change. But it is
wrong. Even the President saying, |
would inhale if I could, is wrong. It is
the wrong message. For the capital of
the United States to say it is okay to
legalize drugs is the wrong message. It
is wrong.

With all of the fine things that are in
this bill, my colleague, the gentleman
from the other side, and he is my
friend, he knows that, we have long
discussions together through heat,
through cold. But | believe that we
have done a good job on this bill, | say
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN), and that to deny, because the
leadership wants to stop this bill for
the crazy things, when we talk about
home rule, it is wrong.

They, this House, inhibits our cities;
IDEA, the Individuals With Disabilities
Act, OSHA, everything is inhibited by
this body. We are saying with all the
good things in this bill, please support
it. It helps Washington, D.C.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself 30 seconds to respond
to my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, that the issue that he talked
about is really not the issue that is at
stake here. He very well knows that
the State of California passed a ref-
erendum dealing with allowing medic-
inal use of marijuana. They had lots of
loopholes in it. But my friend did not
get to the floor and try to overturn
their law. He may have tried, but it
never got to the floor. It never got en-
acted. They are still dealing with that
legislation.

We are just asking for D.C. citizens
to be treated the same as California
citizens.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, and for his tremendous work in
consistently highlighting the real prob-
lem here, and that is legalization of
drugs in D.C.

Let me state for the record and for
the benefit of those on the other side a
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statement made by Merilee Warren,
Deputy Assistant Attorney General of
the criminal division of the United
States Department of Justice on Sep-
tember 29 of this year, before the sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
in the Committee on Appropriations.

She is discussing the exact same
issue that brings us here today. That is
the initiative in the District of Colum-
bia for the legalization of marijuana.
She says, “There is little doubt that
the initiative undermines the Adminis-
tration’s consistent and effective na-
tional drug policy.”

Where have we heard this before?
Well, we have heard this, as the chair-
man of the subcommittee has stated
earlier, from General McCaffrey. One
could, Mr. Speaker, take this very
quote from General McCaffrey of 1997,
strike through it, put today’s date in,
because it was just about 6 hours ago
that General McCaffrey, the head of
the Office of National Drug Control
Policy, said the same thing. He is
against medical marijuana, he is
against these sorts of initiatives, and
this is policy inconsistent with what
the President is trying to do that
brings us here today.

The initiative, 59, in the District of
Columbia is inconsistent with Federal
laws as they apply to the citizens of
every State of the union. It is incon-
sistent with the will of this Congress,
as represented by vote after vote after
vote, including the one that we will
take today, that the District of Colum-
bia should continue to be subject to the
Federal drug laws that apply elsewhere
in the country.

They should not be given a bye, they
should not be given special treatment.
They should not be allowed to use
marijuana with impunity and in viola-
tion of Federal laws. While the Presi-
dent feels otherwise, this provision
must stand. This appropriations con-
ference report, with the prohibition in
it, must move forward. It is consistent
with Federal policy and with the policy
as enunciated by members of this
administration.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time to close.
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Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, with regard
to the last speaker, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BARR), we did, in
fact, have a hearing on this issue. It
was an enlightening hearing. It was not
conclusive, in my opinion, because we
had statements from such people as the
administrative law judge for the Food
and Drug Administration that after
studying the issue for a couple of years
determined that marijuana was not as
harmful as it has been described, al-
though obviously tobacco is harmful,
too, and it certainly is as harmful as
tobacco, but they did, in fact, say it
had some therapeutic effect. | did not
know that.
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There are a lot of things that came
out that were new to me, and | am sure
would be new to a lot of people if there
was a hearing, if we had all the facts
out on the table, but we have not had
that kind of a hearing because we are
nowhere near making the medicinal
use of marijuana legal for the rest of
the country.

In fact, even though 6 States passed
referenda, they do not implement it be-
cause the Federal law prohibits them.
That would be the case in the District
of Columbia. They would be treated the
same way as 6 other States in the Na-
tion, big States, important States, in-
cluding California, Oregon, Arizona,
Colorado, lots of important States; did
not hear their constituents speaking
up against their ability to have a
referenda.

The needle exchange program, obvi-
ously controversial issue, difficult to
discuss, like the abortion issue, but we
have some very serious problems. More
young adults die from HIV infection in
the District of Columbia than from any
other single cause. Yet, it is the prin-
cipal cause, in fact, of transmission of
AIDS to children, dirty needles. So the
Whitman-Walker Clinic, private clinic,
wants to be able to offer free needles so
they can offer drug treatment and
counseling to addicts. They need to be
able to bring them in to the system, to
try to save their lives.

In fact, every scientific study has
concluded that the use of free needles
does not increase the prevalence of
AIDS and it does not increase the use
of illegal drugs, every scientific study,
but we are not asking to make that
Federal law. In fact, we are suggesting,
let us prohibit the use of all public
funds for needle exchange programs.

Now, is that reasonable? Well, this
body has decided on prior occasions
that it is reasonable. The Labor Health
and Human Services bill has that very
same language. The Senate says it is
okay to have needle exchange pro-
grams if the secretary certifies that it
does not increase the use of illegal
drugs and that it does not increase the
prevalence of AIDS, the incidents of
AIDS. That is a compromise. That is in
this Labor Health and Human Services
bill. We are just asking for the same
language.

In other words, we are only asking
that the citizens of the District of Co-
lumbia, Mr. Speaker, be treated as the
citizens of every other State of the
Union. We are asking for nothing more,
but nothing less, and that is the prob-
lem with this bill. That is the problem
with all those riders.

Imagine if a Member got up and of-
fered legislation that prohibited a local
jurisdiction in their district from using
local property tax money for legal pur-
suits that their Commonwealth attor-
ney or State attorney or whatever, or
city attorney, might choose to pursue.
That is all that is involved with this
voting rights issue. All that the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) wants is for the D.C. cor-
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poration counsel to be able to advise
the D.C. city council on the status of
legislation directly affecting the city
and demanded by their constituents.

All the language would say, that we
have offered as a compromise, make
sure no Federal funds are involved but
let D.C. use its own money for that
purpose. It is not much money. It is
pennies, relative pennies, because a
private law firm is doing the work. So
all it does is to allow the D.C. corpora-
tion counsel to report to the D.C. city
council on the status of the legislation.
Big deal, and yet that is so threatening
we cannot let D.C. do that? My gosh, it
is not fair; it is not right.

Now, all of these suggestions have
been made that this is really about the
President wanting some kind of liberal
drug agenda? Baloney. The President
has not proposed any of that legisla-
tion. The President, in fact his profes-
sionals, the people he has appointed,
have opposed needle exchanges, have
opposed legalization of marijuana.
Rightly or wrongly, they are on record
opposing it. All the President wants is
that the citizens of the District of Co-
lumbia be treated like the rest of his
constituency, because he knows it is
not fair to single out D.C. and to treat
them in a punitive fashion and to strip
them of their right to govern them-
selves with their own money. That is
all this is all about. That is the only
reason the President acted as he did in
vetoing the bill.

In fact, we offered legislation, we of-
fered a compromise, we probably went
much too far, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) and myself and the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON). We went further
than we had any authority but we sug-
gested, okay, let us just deal with the
Voting Rights Act and we will do what
we can do to get this bill passed. That,
when it was rejected, made it clear
that the real objection is not about
drugs or about some kind of liberal
agenda. The real objection is that the
majority in this body apparently wants
the right to punish, to treat D.C. citi-
zens differently than they would treat
their own residents. That can be the
only conclusion.

We have not asked for anything un-
reasonable on any of these issues, and
I do not think the President acted un-
reasonably either when he vetoed the
bill, for the reasons that he vetoed the
bill.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me suggest
that there may be still hope. 1 hope
when we go to conference, even though
we will be compelled to vote against
this bill, we can still get a bill out of
conference that resembles the House
bill when it was first passed by the
House that reflected the spirit of com-
promise in the House Committee on
Appropriations.

If we can get that kind of a bill, then
we are on board; then we have acted re-
sponsibly towards the citizens of the
District of Columbia. Then we know we
have fulfilled our responsibility as Fed-
eral legislators.
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Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN).

(Mr. PORTMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill and its cutting edge
drug treatment testing and other anti-
drug provisions.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of the
District of Columbia Appropriations legislation.
I'd like to begin by commending the sub-
committee, its Chairman (Mr. ISTOOK) and the
full committee for their work on this important
legislation.

As co-chairman of the Speaker's Working
Group for a Drug-Free America, I'd like to
focus my comments on the provisions of this
legislation that are of particular interest to the
drug prevention and education community.

Substance abuse contributes directly to
many of our most difficult social problems—uvi-
olence, child and spousal abuse, homeless-
ness, robbery, theft and vandalism. And I'm
pleased to say that this legislation contains
some very important provisions to curb the
problem of substance abuse here in our na-
tion’s capital—that could become a model for
other communities around the country.

DRUG TESTING FOR PRISONERS AND PAROLEES

This legislation contains funding for drug
testing of prisoners and parolees in the District
of Columbia prison system. This is an impor-
tant step, and | commend Chairman Istook for
pushing hard for it.

Today, 80% of incarcerated prisoners in this
nation were either under the influence or
drugs or alcohol, were regular drug users or
violated drug and alcohol laws at the time they
committed their crimes. In 1996 alone, more
than 1.5 million people were arrested for sub-
stance abuse-related offenses. As a result, our
judicial system is overwhelmed with substance
abusers.

You would think, when a criminal is locked
up for a drug-related offense, the prison itself
would be a drug-free environment and the
prisoner would be forced to get drug treat-
ment. But you'd be wrong. In fact, those who
go to prison too often don't receive effective
treatment to address their addiction—and they
tend to wind up right back in the criminal jus-
tice system in future.

In fact, nationwide, only 13% of prisoners
receive any sort of treatment for their drug
problem at all and many of those treatment
programs are considered inadequate.

And, instead of breaking the drug habits that
underlie so much criminal behavior, our pris-
ons too often fail to address—or sometimes
worsen—them for thousands of prisoners and
parolees. It's no surprise that, according to
statistics from the National Center on Addic-
tion and Substance Abuse, 50% of state pa-
role and probation violators were under the in-
fluence of drugs, alcohol or both when they
committed their new offense. In other words,
these individuals continue to be a menace to
society because their drug problems are not
addressed behind bars.

There are a number of steps we can take to
stop the revolving door of incarceration, parole
and re-arrest—including the successful drug
courts at the local level that use the threat of
prison to get people to address their drug hab-
its through treatment. In fact, a recent Federal
Bureau of Prisons study showed that inmates,
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who receive treatment are 73% less likely to
be re-arrested than untreated inmates.

To address this problem, | introduced the
Drug-Free Prisons and Jails Act last year,
which established a model program for com-
prehensive substance abuse treatment in the
criminal justice system to reduce drug abuse,
drug-related crime and the costs associated
with incarceration.

And that's why I'm pleased to support the
drug testing program in this legislation before
us today. By identifying criminals and parolees
in the District of Columbia with drug addiction
problems, we will help to reduce crime in our
nation’s capital—and we will stop the costly
revolving door of drug addiction and incarcer-
ation in the DC prison system.

MEDICAL MARIJUANA

Let me touch on two other provisions of this
legislation that are important to the anti-drug
community. First—the so-called “medical mari-
juana” ballot initiative.

| am very skeptical about the recent spate
of ballot initiatives that seek to legalize the use
of marijuana for medicinal purposes. The fed-
eral Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act—which cre-
ated the FDA—specifically states that only the
federal government has the authority to ap-
prove drugs for medical use. If a street drug
like marijuana were to be studied for legitimate
medical uses, FDA would regulate it as an in-
vestigational drug. FDA has not chosen to do
so with marijuana, and the notion that states
or the District of Columbia can choose to “opt
out” of FDA regulation and approve drugs for
use on their own strikes me as a threat to
public health and safety.

We don't allow states or localities to opt out
of Federal Aviation Administration regulations.
We don't allow states or localities to opt out of
OSHA regulations. And we should not allow
state or local ballot initiatives to take the regu-
latory authority over the use of drugs out of
the hands of the FDA.

| am even more skeptical about “medical
marijuana” after reviewing the conclusions of
the recent Institutes of Medicine report: Mari-
juana and Medicine: “Assessing the Science
Base,” which made it very clear that smoked
marijuana is absolutely not beneficial as medi-
cine.

The continued public debate over what, if
any, medical benefits some chemical com-
pounds found in marijuana may have makes it
harder to convince our kids that drug use ends
dreams and ruins lives. Every day, parents,
teachers and community leaders confirm our
worst fears about teenage drug use—not only
has the overall number of kids trying drugs
doubled since 1992, but they are using drugs
in greater amounts, more frequently, and at
younger ages. Recent studies indicate that 8—
10% of our kids are currently or will become
addicts. It's a national disgrace.

We know what works: Nothing is as impor-
tant to turning around this trend than a power-
ful, unequivocal and consistent message from
Washington, from our statehouses, from our
courthouses, from our schools, our places of
worship and our homes that drug use is wrong
and dangerous. These ballot initiatives send
the wrong message to the very kids who
should hear that drug use is wrong and dan-
gerous—period.

NEEDLE EXCHANGE

Finally, on the issue of needle exchange—
| am pleased that this legislation takes steps
to prohibit the use of federal funds for needle
exchange programs.
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Clearly, HIV transmission is a major public
health issue—and no one disputes that needle
sharing among IV drug users is a major
source of HIV transmission.

The question is how best to respond to this
problem. Do we simply give addicts clean nee-
dles and hope that they engage in “safe” drug
usage? The Clinton Administration thinks so.
We believe the answer is to address the un-
derlying behavior—the drug use. And we are
backed by strong scientific evidence.

Needle Exchange Programs Don't Work: A
1993 Centers for Disease Control study con-
ducted by the University of California reviewed
the impact of needle exchange programs on
HIV infection rates—and found no difference
in HIV infection rates between those partici-
pating in needle exchange and those who did
not.

A 1996 study in Vancouver of more than
1000 IV drug users who visited needle ex-
changes showed that 40% of the group still
borrowed needles and 18.6% of the group be-
came infected with HIV during the test period.

And a 1997 Montreal study found that ad-
dicts who participated in needle exchange pro-
grams were more than twice as likely to be-
come infected with HIV as those who didn't.

Why? (1) Addiction is a consuming habit,
and hard-core addicts are more focused on
getting their next “hit” than using clean nee-
dles;

(2) Needle exchange overlooks the core be-
havior—drug abuse—that causes people to
engage in risky behavior, including risky sex-
ual behavior that increases the chances of
HIV infection. A recent University of Pennsyl-
vania study found that overdoses, homicide,
heart disease, kidney failure, liver disease,
and suicide are far more likely causes of
death for addicts than HIV; and

(3) Needle exchange advocates argue that
they’re protecting not just the addict but also
that person’s needle exchange and/or sexual
partners—but overlook the amount of violent
crime caused by drug addicts.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is necessary that this
legislation bar the use of federal funds to sup-
port needle exchange in the District of Colum-
bia. The siren song of needle exchange—that
we can have safe drug use without negative
social consequences—is fundamentally
flawed. We need to focus on the real solu-
tion—getting the addicts into treatment so they
change their risky behavior—and stop wasting
taxpayer dollars on programs whose alleged
benefits are highly questionable.

| urge my colleagues to support this appro-
priations bill that contains these important anti-
drug provisions, and | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MicA).

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | submit for
the RECORD an article entitled ““Needle
Exchange Programs Have Not Proven
to Prevent HIV/AIDS.”

[From Drug Watch International]
NEEDLE EXCHANGE PROGRAMS: 1998 REPORT
(By Janet D. Lapey, MD)

NEEDLE EXCHANGE PROGRAMS HAVE NOT BEEN
PROVEN TO PREVENT HIV/AIDS

Outreach/education programs have been
shown to be very effective in preventing HIV/
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AIDS. For instance, a Chicago study showed
that HIV seroconversion rates fell from 8.4 to
2.4 per 100 person-years, a drop of 71%, in IV
drug addicts through outreach/education
alone without provision of needles. Needle
exchange programs (NEPs) add needle provi-
sion to such programs. Therefore, in order to
prove that the needle component of a pro-
gram is beneficial, NEPs must be compared
to outreach/education programs which do
not dispense needles. This point was made in
a Montreal study which stated, ‘“We caution
against trying to prove directly the causal
relation between NEP use and reduction in
HIV incidence. Evaluating the effect of NEPs
per se without accounting for other interven-
tions and changes over time in the dynamics
of the epidemic may prove to be a perilous
exercise. The authors conclude, ‘“‘Observa-
tional epidemiological studies . .. are yet
to provide unequivocal evidence of benefit
for NEPs.”” An example of this failure to con-
trol for variables is a NEP study in The Lan-
cet which compared HIV prevalence in dif-
ferent cities but did not compare differences
in outreach/education and/or treatment fa-
cilities.

Furthermore, recent studies of Needle Ex-
change Programs show a marked increase in
AIDS. A 1997 Vancouver study reported that
when their NEP started in 1988, HIV preva-
lence in IV drug addicts was only 1-2%, now
it is 23%. HIV seroconversion rate in addicts
(92% of whom have used the NEP) is now 18.6
per 100 person-years. Vancouver, with a pop-
ulation of 450,000, has the largest NEP in
North America, providing over 2 million nee-
dles per year. However, a very high rate of
needle sharing still occurs. The study found
that 40% of HIV-positive addicts had lent
their used syringe in the previous 6 months,
and 39% of HIV-negative addicts had bor-
rowed a used syringe in the previous 6
months. Heroin use has also risen as will be
described below. Ironically, the Vancouver
NEP was highly praised in a 1993 study spon-
sored by the Centers for Disease Control.

The Vancouver study corroborates a pre-
vious Chicago study which also dem-
onstrated that their NEP did not reduce nee-
dle-sharing and other risky injecting behav-
ior among participants. The Chicago study
found that 39% of program participants
shared syringes vs 38% of non-participants;
39% of program participants ‘‘handed off”’
dirty needles vs 38% of non-participants; and
68% of program participants displayed in-
jecting risks vs 66% of non-participants.

A Montreal study showed that IV addicts
who used the NEP were more than twice as
likely to become infected with HIV as IV ad-
dicts who did not use the NEP.vii(7) There
was an HIV seroconversion rate of 7.9 per 100
person years among those who attended the
needle program, and a rate of 3.1 per 100 per-
son-years among those who did not. The data
was collected from 1988-1995 with 974 subjects
involved in the seroconversion analysis.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | wish we were here just
talking, as the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN) was just men-
tioning, just about this lawsuit, which
is frankly already in court and the Dis-
trict of Columbia says we want the
right to pay the attorneys for the work
they are doing for free.

In fact, realizing that it is a highly
symbolic issue, both with D.C. and
some other Members of Congress, |
sought to craft a compromise and get
the House conferees to support a com-
promise in the earlier conference but
was not successful. That is symbolism.
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When it comes to drugs, it is not sym-
bolic, it is reality. If someone’s kid is
using drugs, that is reality, and it does
not get any deeper than that.

This bill has language that says, the
District of Columbia cannot have laws
that differ from the laws of the land.
We are all bound by them.

We are bound by article 1, Section 8,
that gives us the responsibility for D.C.
we do not have for any place else in the
country. The Constitution, article 1,
Section 8, says it is the Congress of the
United States that has exclusive legis-
lative authority over the District of
Columbia.

Now, in other places we are only in
charge of enforcing the Federal laws. If
California or Arizona, anyplace, puts a
law on the books we still make sure
the Federal laws on marijuana and
other drugs are still being enforced and
we are making sure of that, but we do
not have the ability about what the
laws say. Here in D.C., we do. We are
responsible if D.C.’s laws are bad. The
Constitution says we are responsible,
and if | am responsible | want to do the
right thing.

The President of the United States,
do not give me this business about say-
ing the President of the United States
does not want to legalize marijuana.
Read the veto message he sent to us on
this bill. He vetoed it because it pro-
hibits the district from legislating with
respect to certain controlled sub-
stances, controlled substances, drugs,
marijuana. The only thing pending, of
course, was the marijuana initiative.

The President vetoed the bill and
told us it was because we would not let
D.C. legalize marijuana, and we should
not.

It is our responsibility. The police
chief here in Washington, D.C. is not
fooled. He has told the public, it will
lead to more drug trafficking and abuse
and more drug-related crime and vio-
lence in our neighborhoods.

If this bill is voted against, it is a
vote to legalize drugs in Washington. |
urge a yes vote.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to oppose this legislation an to make clear my
reasons for doing so. | want to make it per-
fectly clear at the outset that | do not support
the legalization of marijuana or any reduction
in penalties for Class One drugs. | was
pleased when Mr. BARR'S amendment affirm-
ing this principle passed unanimously during
House consideration of the initial D.C. Appro-
priations bill. In fact, | voted for this bill with
that provision included when the House over-
whelmingly approved the initial bill in July to
keep the legislative process moving forward.

Mr. Speaker, | am opposed to this bill be-
cause it continues to broach the concept of
local control for the District of Columbia, pro-
hibiting the use of District and private funds on
a host of matters, including the pursuit of vot-
ing rights in Congress for the citizens of the
District. Furthermore, the process by which
this bill has reached the floor has been flawed.
The Republicans have not negotiated on these
issues in good faith, and have not adequately
worked with Representative NORTON. | know
that we can reach agreement on a bill that
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maintains a strong prohibition on the legaliza-
tion of all Class One drugs, if the majority will
simply reach across the aisle. | hope this hap-
pens soon.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, | intend to cast
my vote today against the D.C. Appropriations
Conference Report. | will vote against this bill
not because | disagree with provisions ban-
ning the use of funds for needle exchange
programs—I| voted for the amendment adding
this language to the House bill when it was
passed by this body back in July. | am also
strongly opposed to the use of marijuana for
any purpose. | support these restrictions, and
they are not the reasons for my concern.

| am, however, opposed to this bill because
it deprives the people of the District of Colum-
bia of their right to pursue legal recourse on
voting rights. It effectively ties their hands, pre-
venting them from using even their own
money to address this issue in court.

Ms. Speaker, | do not believe that Congress
has the right to dictate to the District, or to any
other locality for that matter, how it should use
its own money. Most of us agree that Con-
gress should not tell cities across the country
how they should use their own tax money;
why should the District of Columbia be any dif-
ferent?

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, | spent a consid-
erable amount of time last week touring the
flood ravaged farms of eastern North Carolina.

And what the people of North Carolina can-
not understand, is how the President can ad-
vocate policies that legalize marijuana and re-
ward junkies with free needles, while at the
same time, pledging to use the resources of
the federal government to wipe out tobacco
farmers with a federal lawsuit.

Mr. Speaker, this policy says, if you want to
smoke pot—okay; if you're a junkie and you
need another needle to shoot up—come on
down and the government will give it to you.

But if you want to plant an acre of tobacco,
you are public enemy number one and we are
going to get you.

Mr. Speaker, this is obviously wrong, and it
shows how far off track our government has
fallen.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to do
what is right and take a stand against this ri-
diculous policy by voting for this bill.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to the second Conference Agreement on
the District of Columbia Appropriations bill.
This legislation is dangerous to the residents
of the District—it prevents the use of federal
or local funds for life saving needle exchange
programs; prohibits the use of funds to provide
medicinal marijuana; and forbids implementa-
tion of a Domestic Partners program that
would extend health insurance coverage in the
District.

Needle exchange must be part of the Dis-
trict’s response to the growing AIDS epidemic.
AIDS is the third leading cause of death in
Washington, and last year more than a third of
all AIDS cases where related to intravenous
drug use. One half of all AIDS cases in chil-
dren are the result of injection drug use by
one or both parents.

In the district | represent, we have elimi-
nated cases of perinatal HIV transmission
through needle exchange programs and out-
reach to pregnant women. The leading sci-
entists in our country have concluded that
needle exchange programs reduce the spread
of HIV and do not encourage drug use. We
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must allow public health officials in the District
of Columbia to follow the advice of leading
government scientists in order to save the
lives of children.

Congress should also not prohibit the me-
dicinal use of marijuana. The Institute of Medi-
cine has issued a report commissioned by the
Office of National Drug Control Policy. The
IOM study found that marijuana is, “potentially
effective in treating pain, nausea, the anorexia
of AIDS wasting, and other symptoms.” the
American Academy of Family Physicians, the
American Preventive Medical Association, and
the American Public Health Association all
support access to marijuana for medicinal pur-
poses.

The District has prepared a balanced budg-
et which cuts taxes and meets the needs of its
citizens. It has a new management-oriented
administration and is making progress on edu-
cation and other local priorities.

Congress must stop trampling on the rights
of District voters, residents, and tax payers.
Congress must stop preventing the District
from saving lives and fighting the devastating
AIDS epidemic by following the guidance of
leading government scientists.

| urge my colleagues to vote “no”
bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this bill. It continues our program of
restoring Washington, D.C., to its rightful place
as a world capital, putting further into history
the city’'s problems borne of decades of ne-
glect. Very simply, this bill adopts the City’'s
budget. It keeps expanding and improving
educational opportunity for citizens of the Dis-
trict. It helps restore the waterways and water-
fronts of our Nation’s Capital, so that they can
be something all Americans can be proud of.
And it is fiscally responsible, keeping its books
in balance.

As the House goes to conference with the
Senate for a second time on this measure, |
hope that we will continue to work to make
this the best possible legislation—in the inter-
est of improving our nation’s capital city for
this generation and the next, and in the inter-
est of our commitment to constitutional home
rule.

For example, the measure provides for an
infrastructure fund requested by the City. Re-
cently, representatives of the City provided the
Subcommittee its recommended allocation for
the use of these funds. This allocation was de-
veloped by the Mayor's office, in consultation
with the City Council. In light of the City's re-
quest to allocate these funds, | hope that the
Conference Committee will see fit to adopt the
entire recommended allocation as part of a
conference agreement on the District budget,
rather than the more limited list provided in
this bill.

Secondly, one of the most important issues
that this bill addresses is the reform of how
the City handles leases of real property. There
simply needs to be a predictable, orderly proc-
ess for the development and execution of
these leases, where the Mayor and the City
Council each have clearly defined roles that
move an accountable and transparent process
forward. The provisions included in this bill go
a long way toward providing that kind of clari-
fication. | urge the Conference Committee to
continue working with the City so that, when
these provisions are enacted into law, there is
no longer unnecessary confusion between the
appropriate roles of the City’'s executive and
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legislative branches of government with regard
to lease negotiations.

Again, | thank Chairman IsTook for his work
on this legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAaHooD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 330, the bill is considered read for
amendment and the previous question
is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 211, nays

205, not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 504]
YEAS—211

Aderholt Gilman Nussle
Archer Goode Ose
Armey Goodlatte Oxley
Bachus Goodling Packard
Baker Goss Pease
Balle_nger Graham Peterson (PA)
Barcia Granger Petri
Barr Green (WI) Phelps
Barrett (NE) Greenwood Pickering
Bartlett Gutknecht Pitts
Barton Hansen Pombo
Bass Hastert Porter
Bateman Hastings (WA)
Bereuter Hayes Portman

: Pryce (OH)
Biggert Hayworth A
Bilbray Herger gg:;;r;ovich
Bilirakis Hill (MT)
Bliley Hilleary Ramstad
Blunt Hobson Regula
Boehlert Hoekstra Reynolds
Boehner Horn Riley
Bonilla Hostettler Rogan
Bono Houghton Rogers
Brady (TX) Hulshof Rohrabacher
Bryant Hunter Ros-Lehtinen
Burr Hutchinson Royce
Burton Hyde Ryan (WI)
Callahan Isakson Ryun (KS)
Calvert Istook Sanford
Camp Jenkins Saxton
Canady Johnson (CT) Sensenbrenner
Cannon Johnson, Sam Sessions
Castle Jones (NC) Shaw
Chabot Kasich Shays
Chambliss Kelly Sherwood
Coble King (NY) Shimkus
Coburn Knollenberg Shows
Collins Kolbe Shuster
Combest Kuykendall Simpson
Cooksey LaFalce Skeen
Crane LaHood Smith (MI)
Cubin Largent Smith (NJ)
Cun[ungham Latham Smith (TX)
Davis (VA) LaTourette Souder
Deal Lazio Spence
DeLa}y Leac_h Stearns
DeMint Lewis (CA) Stump
Diaz-Balart Lewis (KY) Sununu
Dickey Linder Sweeney
Doolittle LoBiondo Talent
Dreier Lucas (KY) Tancredo
Dunn Lucas (OK) Tauzin
Ehlers Manzullo
Ehrlich McCollum Taylor (NC)
Emerson McCrery Terry
English McHugh Thomas
Everett Mclnnis Thornberry
Ewing Mclntyre Thune
Fletcher McKeon Tiahrt
Foley Metcalf Toomey
Fowler Mica Traficant
Franks (NJ) Miller (FL) Upton
Frelinghuysen Miller, Gary Vitter
Gallegly Moran (KS) Walden
Ganske Myrick Walsh
Gekas Nethercutt Wamp
Gibbons Ney Watkins
Gilchrest Northup Watts (OK)
Gillmor Norwood Weldon (FL)
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Weller Wicker Wolf
Whitfield Wilson Young (FL)
NAYS—205
Abercrombie Gordon Obey
Allen Gutierrez Olver
Andrews Hall (OH) Ortiz
Baird Hall (TX) Owens
Baldacci Hastings (FL) Pallone
Baldwin Hefley Pascrell
Barrett (WI) Hill (IN) Pastor
Becerra Hilliard Payne
Bentsen Hinchey Pelosi
Berkley Hinojosa Peterson (MN)
Berman Hoeffel Pickett
Berry Holden Pomeroy
Bishop Holt Price (NC)
Blagojevich Hooley Rahall
Blumenauer Hoyer Rangel
Bonior Inslee Reyes
Borski Jackson (IL) Rivers
Boswell Jackson-Lee Rodriguez
Boucher (TX) Roemer
Boyd Johnson, E. B. Rothman
Brady (PA) Jones (OH) Roukema
Brown (FL) Kanjorski Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Kaptur Rush
Campbell Kennedy Sabo
Capps Kildee Salmon
Capuano Kilpatrick Sanchez
Cardin Kind (WI) Sandlin
Chenoweth-Hage Kleczka Sawyer
Clayton Klink Schaffer
Clement Kucinich Schakowsky
Clyburn Lampson Scott
Condit Lantos Serrano
Conyers Larson Shadegg
Costello Lee Sherman
Coyne Levin Sisisky
Cramer Lewis (GA) Skelton
Crowley Lipinski Slaughter
Cummings Lowey Smith (WA)
Danner Luther Snyder
Davis (FL) Maloney (CT) Spratt
Davis (IL) Maloney (NY) Stabenow
DeFazio Markey Stark
DeGette Martinez Stenholm
Delahunt Mascara Strickland
DelLauro Matsui Stupak
Deutsch McCarthy (MO) Tanner
Dicks McCarthy (NY) Tauscher
Dingell McDermott Taylor (MS)
Dixon McGovern Thompson (CA)
Doggett McKinney Thompson (MS)
Dooley Meehan Thurman
Doyle Meek (FL) Tierney
Duncan Meeks (NY) Towns
Edwards Menendez Turner
Engel Millender- Udall (CO)
Eshoo McDonald Udall (NM)
Etheridge Miller, George Velazquez
Evans Minge Vento
Farr Mink Visclosky
Fattah Moakley Waters
Filner Mollohan Watt (NC)
Forbes Moore Waxman
Ford Moran (VA) Weiner
Fossella Morella Wexler
Frank (MA) Murtha Weygand
Frost Nadler Wise
Gejdenson Napolitano Woolsey
Gephardt Neal Wu
Gonzalez Oberstar Wynn
NOT VOTING—18
Ackerman Green (TX) McNulty
Buyer Jefferson Paul
Carson John Sanders
Clay Kingston Scarborough
Cook Lofgren Weldon (PA)
Cox Mclntosh Young (AK)
0O 1805

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHooD during the vote). A few min-
utes ago, the Chair noted a disturbance
in the gallery in contravention of the
law and Rules of the House. The Ser-
geant at Arms removed those persons
responsible for the disturbance and re-
stored order to the gallery.

Mr. MASCARA changed his vote from
“‘yea to “‘nay.”’

So the bill was passed.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the Committee of Conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 2561) ““An Act mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses.”

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1275 AND
H.R. 1304

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name from H.R. 1275 and H.R. 1304.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO

OFFER MOTION TO INSTRUCT
CONFEREES ON H.R. 2670, DE-
PARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,

JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND OTHER RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 7(c) of Rule XXII, | hereby an-
nounce my intention to offer a motion
to instruct conferees on H.R. 2670, the
Commerce, Justice, State appropria-
tions bill. The form of the motion is as
follows:

Mr. CoBURN moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 2670
be instructed to agree, to the extent within
the scope of the conference, to provisions
that—

(1) reduce nonessential spending in pro-
grams within the Departments of Commerce,
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and other
related agencies;

(2) reduce spending on international orga-
nizations, in particular, in order to honor
the commitment of the Congress to protect
Social Security; and

(3) do not increase overall spending to a
level that exceeds the higher of the House
bill or the Senate amendment.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1000, AVIATION INVESTMENT
AND REFORM ACT FOR THE 21ST
CENTURY

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1000) to
amend title 49, United States Code, to
reauthorize programs of the Federal
Aviation Administration, and for other
purposes, with a Senate amendment
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thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees:

Messrs. SHUSTER, YOUNG of Alaska,
PETRI, DUNCAN, EWING, HORN, QUINN,
EHLERS, BASsS, PEASE, SWEENEY, OBER-
STAR, RAHALL, LiIrPINsKI, DEeFAzio,
COSTELLO, and Ms. DANNER, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE-JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Mr. Bos-
WELL;

From the Committee on the Budget,
for consideration of title IX and title X
of the House bill, and modifications
committed to conference:

Messrs. CHAMBLISS,
SPRATT,;

From the Committee on Ways and
Means, for consideration of title XI of
the House bill, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. ARCHER, CRANE, and RANGEL;

From the Committee on Science, for
consideration of title XIIl of the Sen-
ate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference:

Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. MORELLA,
and Mr. HALL of Texas.

There was no objection.

SHAYS, and

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT, FRIDAY, OCTOBER 15,
1999, TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 2466, DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED

AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, | ask

unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House may have
until midnight, Friday, October 15,
1999, to file a conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2466) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY)
the majority leader for the purposes of
inquiring as to the schedule for the
rest of the day and week and for the
following week.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce that we have completed the leg-
islative business for the week.

On Monday, October 18, the House
will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning
hour debate and at 2 p.m. for legisla-
tive business. We will consider a num-
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ber of bills under suspension of the
rules, a list of which will be distributed
to Members’ offices tomorrow.

On Monday we do not expect recorded
votes until 6 o’clock p.m.

On Tuesday, October 19, through Fri-
day, October 22, the House will take up
the following measures, all of which
will be subject to rules:

H.R. 2, the Student Results Act; H.R.
2260, the Pain Relief Promotion Act of
1999; H.R. 2300, Academic Achievement
For All Act; and H.R. 1180, Work Incen-
tives Improvement Act.

Mr. Speaker, there should also be a
number of appropriations conference
reports ready for consideration in the
House throughout the week, and the
House will likely take up a continuing
resolution at some point next week.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to wish my
colleagues a safe travel to their week-
end work period and look forward to
seeing them all again on Monday.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | thank my colleague for
his comments.

If he could help us with which appro-
priation conference report he expects
to reach the floor next week, I am in-
terested specifically in the Interior
bill, but any others that he might be
able to enlighten us on.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, we
have just seen the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. REGULA), the Chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Interior, ask for permission to file. We
would expect that next week.

We would also expect Commerce,
Justice, State.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, can the
gentleman give us a date on the Inte-
rior bill? It will not be Monday?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, no, it
will not be Monday.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, and what
about late night sessions next week?
Any evenings?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | can only
tell my colleague my best judgment is
we should all be prepared to work late
perhaps every night next week. We
may not necessarily work late on each
night, but I cannot tell my colleague
which nights we might.

As soon as we have the conference re-
ports and are able to move them, we
will do so. | will just try to keep Mem-
bers advised as the days go on.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, on the
HMO bill that was passed by what |
consider a very large margin last week,
when will conferees be appointed for
this bill?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the
Speaker plans to make those appoint-
ments next week.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, and then
finally, 1 would ask my friend the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and
point out to him that he undoubtedly
understands that people all over the
country have gotten raises recently.
The military and the latest defense bill
that we passed today will get a raise.
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Qur civilian population will get a
raise. Members of this body will get a
raise at the beginning of the next year.
And yet, we still have 12 million Amer-
icans out there who are making the
minimum wage.

I would respectfully ask when the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) ex-
pects to bring the minimum wage bill
to the floor?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, | ap-
preciate the manner in which the gen-
tleman put the question, | supposed de-
signed to get a rise out of me.

But we do appreciate the work that
the gentleman is concerned about. We
have many Members working on it.
That work | think is coming together.
We do not have a scheduling announce-
ment now, but we are well aware of the
fact that many Members are interested
in this work and the gentleman should
expect that it will most likely be acted
on before we leave this session.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, can the
gentleman define ‘“most likely’’ for us?
Are we talking 50 percent, 75 percent,
90 percent here?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to be able to. I can just tell my
colleague my sense is that there is a
lot of interest on both sides of the aisle
in this matter and we know a lot of
people are working on it.

I can just tell the gentleman | think
he has a good expectation of that work
finding its way to the floor before the
session is over.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend for his comments and hope
he has a good weekend.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
OCTOBER 18, 1999

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at
12:30 p.m. on Monday next for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

0 1815
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
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the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

INTRODUCING HOUSE RESOLUTION
COMMEMORATING AND AC-
KNOWLEDGING THE SERVICE OF
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER AS
GENERAL OF THE ARMY AND
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
today | am pleased to join with the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) in
introducing House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 198. It is my honor today to com-
mend a fellow Kansan and the gen-
tleman from Texas commending, |
guess, a fellow Texan, Dwight David
Eisenhower. Today is the 109th anni-
versary of the birth of our 34th Presi-
dent. The Kansas legislature recently
passed a resolution recognizing today,
October 14, that day of each year as
Dwight D. Eisenhower Day, an official
State observance and an opportunity
for schools to teach students about our
former President. The resolution en-
courages museums and schools to de-
velop educational programs for our
young people to learn about Eisen-
hower. The city of Abilene in my dis-
trict is commencing holding 3 days of
celebrations so that people across the
State and country may recognize, cele-
brate and learn more about the life of
our most accomplished son.

Today, | am speaking in hopes that
we can follow Kansas’ lead by encour-
aging Americans all across the United
States to take time to remember,
honor and learn about Dwight David
Eisenhower.

President Eisenhower’s life should be
an inspiration to all Americans to
work continuously to make this coun-
try and this world a better place. Born
in Denison, Texas, in the district of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) and
raised in Abilene, Kansas, in the First
District of my State, Ike was one of
seven sons and grew up in a home of
modest means. He became interested in
the military at an early age. Following
his graduation from Abilene High
School in 1909 and a job at the Bell
Springs Creamery, young lke was ac-
cepted to the United States Military
Academy at West Point, New York, in
1911.

On July 1, 1916, Ike married Miss
Mamie Geneva Doud of Denver, Colo-
rado. The Eisenhowers had two sons,
Doud Dwight who died in infancy and
John Sheldon Doud who followed his
father into national service, is now a
retired brigadier general in the Army
Reserves, a former U.S. ambassador to
Belgium and one of our Nation’s lead-
ing military historians.

In 1935, Ike assumed the rank of cap-
tain and accompanied General Douglas
MacArthur to the Philippines, serving
as a senior military assistant to the
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Philippine government. After an im-
pressive series of promotions, Mr. Ei-
senhower was appointed the supreme
commander of the Allied forces in De-
cember 1943. On June 6, 1944, the day
now known simply as D-Day, lke com-
manded Operation Overlord, leading
the invasion of Normandy which led to
the successful liberation of France and
the ultimate defeat of Nazi Germany.

On November 19, 1945, Eisenhower
was designated as chief of staff for the
U.S. Army, and in 1947 he became
President of Colombia University in
New York City. Upon hearing the call
of his country, lke returned to service
and was named supreme allied com-
mander of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization where he served until
May of 1952.

That year, Eisenhower returned to
his hometown of Abilene, Kansas, to
announce his candidacy for President
of the United States. lke served two
terms as President, from January 20,
1953 to January 20, 1961. As President,
Ike saw the end of the Korean War, and
the entry of Alaska and Hawaii into
the wunion. Upon signing the Civil
Rights Act of 1957, lke helped deseg-
regate public schools as well as the
U.S. military claiming, “There must be
no second class citizens in this coun-
try.”” As his civil rights policies
changed the course of history, so did
his establishment of the Federal inter-
state highway system. As the Eisen-
hower highway system connects the
States, Eisenhower was instrumental
in connecting us to space by signing
the bill which created the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Clearly, Eisenhower had a profound
effect on the course of mankind. This
past March marked the 30th anniver-
sary since Eisenhower’s death. He died
on March 28, 1969, at the age of 78 and
was buried in Abilene, Kansas. Eisen-
hower’s life achievements illustrate to
kids that it is possible to aspire to
greatness from humble beginnings, to
respect those around you, and to take
pride in our country. His character
teaches parents the importance of in-
stilling values of hard work, deter-
mination and honesty in our children.
October 14 is a day to reflect on the
contributions Dwight D. Eisenhower
made to this country over his lifetime.
We can all learn from his actions which
is why folks in Abilene and in Kansas
and all across the country still say, “I
like Ike.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

INS NEEDS TO CLEAN UP ITS ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF) is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. METCALF. Madam Speaker, | do
not have to remind this House about
the fine work of our border patrol offi-
cers. They put their lives at risk every
day to slow the flow of illegal drugs
into this country and to keep our bor-
ders safe from dangerous aliens. We are
all thankful to them for their efforts.

Due to the current inept manage-
ment of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service, the INS, the jobs of
these officers are made much, much
more difficult. Last year, Congress ap-
propriated enough money for the INS
to hire and train 1,000 new border pa-
trol agents. The agency has hired no-
where near that number, however, and
has resorted to moving agents from our
already shorthanded northwestern bor-
der to shore up its border patrol offices
in Arizona. Nearly 10 percent of the
field agents in Washington State have
been temporarily assigned to the
southern border. That is not what Con-
gress intended. There were supposed to
be more agents in Washington State,
not less. INS management brags about
the new sensor technology that has
been developed to detect people who
cross our northern border illegally, but
what good is the technology if there is
no one to catch the people that set off
the sensors?

| agree that there are serious prob-
lems on the southern border. We all
know that. That is why the INS was
given so much money for the border pa-
trol last year. INS management needs
to do its job and hire more agents, in-
stead of robbing from one shorthanded
border to fill out another.

Last week, a Washington State
trooper was shot and killed during a
routine traffic stop. | feel this very
deeply. My brother was a Washington
State trooper for over 20 years. The
main suspect in this Killing is a 28-
year-old Mexican national who had al-
ready been deported three times. This
summer, he was already in jail on a co-
caine delivery charge but was able to
post bond and be let back out into the
community. He should have been de-
tained by the INS after posting bond
but he was not because the border pa-
trol agent who should have recognized
him was somewhere in Arizona. This is
tragic. This is sad. And this never
should have happened. The INS needs
to clean up its act.

ON INCREASING THE MINIMUM
WAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, in the few minutes allocated to me
this evening, | want to address one of
the most significant issues this Con-
gress faces this year, a subject worthy
of hours of exploration, discussion and
debate: the need to increase the Fed-
eral minimum wage.

Madam Speaker, | could talk about
how the average American worker now
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produces about 12 percent more in an
hour’s work than he or she did in 1989,
but, after adjusting for inflation, that
worker’s wages have only increased 1.9
percent. But time does not permit us to
examine this very basic question.

I could talk about how an increase in
the minimum wage helps to convert
low wage, dead-end jobs into decent
jobs with wages to support a family,
thereby reducing turnover and building
worker loyalty and productivity. But |
really do not have the time to do that,
either.

We might speak about the role of the
minimum wage in creating a truly na-
tional labor market and creating a
level playing field for working men and
women regardless of so-called State
right-to-work laws and other anti-
union legislation. We could look at the
harm and distortions of our economy
brought about by our failure to main-
tain the minimum wage. But that
would take much more time than the
few moments that | have this evening.

We could talk about how, without an
increase, the real value of the min-
imum wage would fall to $4.90 an hour
by the year 2000 according to inflation
projections by the Congressional Budg-
et Office.

We could talk about how 59 percent
of workers on minimum wage are
women and how women desperately
need an increase in the minimum wage
to rectify growing female wage in-
equality.

We could talk about how African
Americans make up 11.6 percent of the
workforce but 15.1 percent of those af-
fected by an increase in the minimum
wage. How Hispanics make up 10.6 per-
cent of the workforce but 17.4 percent
of those affected by an increase in the
minimum wage. We could talk about
the need for justice for these working
families.

And we could talk about the pain,
the anguish, the agony, the frustration
of 11.8 million workers, more than 10
percent of the workforce, who live on
minimum wage, 504,000 workers in Illi-
nois alone who try and survive on min-
imum wage dollars. But it would be im-
possible to adequately describe that
pain, that anguish, that agony in just a
few minutes.

We could explode the myth, the great
bogey man, of those opposed to raising
the minimum wage that increases in
the minimum wage reduce the number
of minimum wage jobs and hurt low-in-
come workers, especially youth. The
1999 Levy Institute survey of small
businesses and 60 years of other studies
which focus on facts, not tired old dog-
mas, show, contrary to the common
supposition that youth and students
are hurt, minimum wage increases ac-
tually shift employment to them, espe-
cially in the fast food industry. As one
commentator said in this regard, “Our
facts trump your theories.”’

We could talk about applying min-
imum wage theories to TANF activi-
ties and the positive effects on families
and public budgets. Or we could talk
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about how our big cities, whose popu-
lation of poverty is some 20 percent as
opposed to 8 percent in suburban com-
munities, are forced to bear a huge and
disproportionate share of public costs
of dealing with poverty, and how even
an increase of $1 an hour in the min-
imum wage would impact that burden.

Census numbers released in Sep-
tember show that while the poverty
rates are declining, the number of full-
time workers with incomes below the
poverty line rose by 459,000 in 1998. The
numbers show that more than one in
every three black and Hispanic chil-
dren remain poor. The numbers show
that poor families are poorer on aver-
age than a few years ago.

Madam Speaker, we could talk for
hours, but it is clear that even Sy
Plukas knows what all of America
knows and demands, that it is only
right, it is only justice, it is only fair,
it is in the interest of all America, it is
essential, it is critical to act now, this
month, to raise the minimum wage by
at least $1 per hour.

O 1830

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Speaker, pursuant to
Sec. 314 of the Congressional Budget Act, |
hereby submit for printing in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD revisions to the allocation for
the House Committee on Appropriations pur-
suant to House Report 106-373 to reflect
$2,480,425,000 in additional new budget au-
thority and $0 in additional outlays for emer-
gencies. This will increase the allocation to the
House Committee on Appropriations to
$564,314,425,000 in budget authority and
$597,532,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2000. This will increase the aggregate total to
$1,454,763,425,000 in budget authority and
$1,434,669,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
2000.

As reported to the House, H.R. 2684, the
conference report accompanying the bill mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and independent agencies for fiscal
year 2000, includes $2,480,425,000 in budget
authority and $0 in outlays for emergencies.

These adjustments shall apply while the leg-
islation is under consideration and shall take
effect upon final enactment of the legislation.
Questions may be directed to Art Sauer or Jim
Bates at x6-7270.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to claim the time
reserved for my special order today. |
am on the list for today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MYRICK). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

INCREASING FUNDING FOR ALL
DISEASES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) Iis
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, | just
wanted to take a moment.

The other night | was quite alarmed
because | saw on ABC News 20 20 a
piece done by John Stossel regarding
the impact of celebrity endorsements
and the spending on diseases, and one
of the things that came out of that
seemed to be a bit of a negative percep-
tion of the money we are committing
to AIDS funding and how some groups
are starting to feel cheated by the Fed-
eral funding of their various programs,
and | wanted to kind of address that
issue because | am quite concerned
about it, and | have actually heard
about it from some of the groups com-
ing before me to lobby for increases in
their various diseases, and | want to
suggest to all of the charities and all of
the people listening and ask Mr.
Stossel to look at his story once again
and talk about the need to stay to-
gether on issues affecting public
health, stay together on increasing
funding at the National Institutes for
Health for all diseases.

Madam Speaker, let us not single one
out and make one a more important
disease than the other. Let us not start
bemoaning the fact that one may, in
fact, have increased spending while
others may have not had as much of an
increase. Let us talk about AIDS and
HIV for the moment because we see an
alarming increase in the rate of both
transmission among heterosexuals and
amongst minorities.

So we clearly know that the AIDS
virus and the epidemic is a significant
problem, and it is the one disease that
can be transmitted. There are others,
of course. It is not the only one, but
HIV can be transmitted through blood
transfusion, through sexual contact,
through drug use and through needle
exchange.

So we recognize that the public is
much more vulnerable to HIV and
AIDS and the alarming spread and the
increased cost to all taxpayers will, in
fact, be exacerbated if we do not deploy
the revenue to put forward the re-
search to do what we can to bring a
halt or at least to minimize the alarm-
ing spread of AIDS.

But | do want to say, as somebody
who strongly stands on the floor to find
funding for lupus, for Alzheimer’s, for
breast cancer, prostate cancer, Parkin-
son’s disease, autism, Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, American cancer, American heart
and the other things that we all have
to fight together, | will continue that
fight, but | ask those charities to not
dismiss or diminish others who are
working hard to find a cure for AIDS.

The gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. CapPpPs) and | are both on a bill
that deals with trying to limit and
minimize, if you will, the waiting time
on Medicare for those that are stricken
by diseases like Parkinson’s and Lou
Gehrig’s. We want to increase that op-
portunity for those stricken by disease
to be able to maintain a quality of life,
to be able to get on Medicare earlier, to
be able to get access to the proven
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drugs and the things that may enhance
their quality of life and make them
healthy and as productive as we pos-
sibly can.

But | do not want to start down the
road as Mr. Stossel did on ABC News 20
20 by suggesting somehow we should
turn our backs on HIV and AIDS and
somehow try and re-prioritize.

First, let me make correction of the
assumption that was laid out in the
piece that somehow we in Congress,
Members of Congress, sit here and dic-
tate to NIH where they will spend the
money. That is not the case. NIH does
their own screening empaneled, does
their own determination. It is not in-
fluenced by politics.

That is very important. | am certain
some of us would love to call up and
say | would like some more money for
Lou Gehrig’s disease, but we cannot do
that. That is why it is structured the
way it is, so it is not influenced by
those of us that may, in fact, be able to
make a call.

So again, in all sincerity to all the
charities, please, please, please do not
come to our offices suggesting some-
how that somebody is getting a bigger
slice of the pie and that is not fair.
Come to our offices and suggest we
should all grow the pie to a larger
number so we all can pursue meaning-
ful research.

One of the things | am most happy
about, if you will, is the fact that we
are on the cutting edge of finding the
causation of a number of diseases, Alz-
heimer’s and others | have mentioned.
We are on the cutting edge of new drug
therapies that may, in fact, bring
about a healthier quality of life for all
Americans, and we are on the cutting
edge, as we have noticed, protease in-
hibitors and others, working miracu-
lously for people suffering from HIV in-
fection.

Madam Speaker, these things are
taking hold, they are taking place, and
research is bringing us to a point hope-
fully in the near term, in the very,
very short few years away, that we will
start seeing some progress on these dis-
eases. We will see an enhanced quality
of life for all Americans, but we cannot
do it by climbing on the backs of one
another.

Again, let us remember to advocate
for all, making certain that nobody is
left out of the loop, making certain we
are looking carefully at all the dis-
eases, making certain we are doing all
we can to enhance AIDS funding, and |
know a number of my colleagues are
joining us in that effort. We have all
asked the appropriators to increase
NIH, to help the Department of Defense
in their work on breast cancer re-
search, so nobody is being left out of
the loop.

So again | urge people to disregard
some of the stories they see on those
issues and continue to work for all
Americans who are suffering with us
today.
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VOICES AGAINST VIOLENCE
CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Speaker, | rise
this evening in great anticipation of
next week’s Voices Against Violence
Teen Conference. The conference is a
unique opportunity for Congress to lis-
ten to our Nation’s youth. In our ef-
forts to understand our young people
and to curtail the violence which sur-
rounds them all too often, we some-
times forget to consult the teenagers
themselves. This is a mistake. It is
time for us to learn from them.

When applications for this conference
were distributed in my district, |
thought there would be some interest,
but I was simply overwhelmed by the
response. It was tough deciding on the
three teenagers to send to Washington,
so | decided to form a Youth Advisory
Council in my district. This council
made up of all the applicants will ad-
vise the three delegates on their trip to
the conference.

Our first Advisory Council meeting
was held this past Monday. Students
came from across my district, from
Paso Robles to Santa Barbara. Some
drove for 2 hours to have their opinions
and feelings heard. The discussions
were riveting and moving. It was fas-
cinating to hear their views on the
causes of youth and violence from
young people themselves. Family was
the focus. More than anything, these
students see a strong home environ-
ment as the key to happier, better ad-
justed children and reduced violence.

Young people need to rely on their
parents. They need to be able to com-
municate with their family members.
They also cited peer and academic
pressures, violence in the media, socio-
economic circumstances and discrimi-
nation as root causes of youth vio-
lence. Drugs and alcohol are also seen
as contributing factors. Gun safety
issues and gang pressures are certainly
a part of their lives.

We discussed a range of solutions
from metal detectors to school coun-
seling to hot lines to recreational pro-
grams. Students raised the idea of hav-
ing closed campuses on their high
schools, limiting the ability of stu-
dents to leave the building throughout
the day. | was astounded to hear that
some of the students do not think that
closed campuses are realistic because
they are too crowded.

One described his high school which
houses 3100 students although it was
built for 1800. I had not really thought
of the school construction efforts here
in Congress as being linked to school
violence, but these students showed me
that that link is very much a reality.

In more emotional moments we
heard from a brave young woman who
talked about her personal and trium-
phant battle with drugs, a habit which
had been spurred on by the drug use
and addiction of her parents. Another
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young woman recounted the fatal stab-
bing of her boyfriend on school
grounds. She spoke with the deceased
young man’s mother sitting close by
her side.

These are stories that we in Congress
must hear and keep with us as we sort
out our legislative options.

Madam Speaker, it is time for us to
start listening to the students. Their
insight can help us to understand the
roots of today’s violence and what we
can do to help them stop it. | am so
pleased that | will be able to welcome
Cheyrl Villapania from El Puente High
School in Santa Barbara, Stacie Pol-
lock from Righetti High School in
Santa Maria, and Brandon Tuman from
Arroyo Grande High School in San
Luis Obispo County. They are going to
travel across the country next week to
attend our conference, and | also com-
mend their chaperone, Raquel Lopez,
from Girls Incorporated in Santa Bar-
bara. These capable young people will
be the eyes and ears of our Youth Advi-
sory Council here in Washington D.C.
They will bring the concerns of the
young people from the 22nd District of
California to the conference and then
report back to our youth and to our
community on what they have accom-
plished. | am proud of them for taking
the initiative, for making their voices
heard on issues that are important to
them, important to us all.

As important as our work here is in
the capital, we know that the real
work of reducing violence that sur-
rounds our young people is going to
come from within the communities
themselves. Voices Against Violence
conference is an excellent step in the
right direction. | commend the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
and his staff for their leadership in or-
ganizing this conference. | look for-
ward to welcoming to the capital next
week students from the central coast
of California and from around the
country.

HATE CRIMES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
I rise today in support of the Hate
Crime Prevention Act, and | strongly
urge the Commerce-State-Justice con-
ferees to include this important legis-
lation in their conference report.

Since | was first elected to Congress,
I have been focusing on the issues of
livable communities, how we can cre-
ate better partnerships between the
Federal Government, State and local
governments, private business and in-
dividual citizens to make our commu-
nities more livable. This means, in
sum, communities that are safe,
healthy and economically secure. If
people are not safe from discrimina-
tion, the community is definitely not
livable.

| have been a strong supporter of
anti-discrimination efforts throughout
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my public service career. As a member
of the Oregon State House of Rep-
resentatives way back in 1973 | had an
eye opening experience when | had the
opportunity to chair the legislature’s
first hearing on the issue of gay rights.
The Hate Crimes Prevention Act is an
excellent opportunity for the Federal
Government to continue a trend over
the last 50 years of moving aggres-
sively to deal with issues of anti-
discrimination.

Since 1969, the Federal Government
has had the ability to prosecute hate
crimes if that crime was motivated by
bias based on race, religion, national
origin or color and if that victim was
attempting to exercise a federally pro-
tected right. The law has, in fact, prov-
en to be a valuable tool in the fight
against hate crimes, but unfortunately
these hate crimes are still a part of the
American landscape, and sometimes
the language of the current federal
statute is simply too narrowly drawn.
The Hate Crimes Prevention Act would
make a critical amendment to the law,
removing the requirement that the ac-
tivity be, quote, federally protected
and adds sexual orientation, gender
and disability as covered categories.

As | said, there are still hate crimes
among us. In 1997 there were over 8,000
that were reported.

I have had the opportunity to witness
firsthand that there are real faces at-
tached to those statistics. One of the
most searing experiences in our com-
munity occurred about 10 years ago
when three Ethiopian immigrants were
attacked in my hometown of Portland,
Oregon, one beaten to death solely be-
cause of the color of their skin. | think
our hearts all went out to the families
of the victims, but there were more
victims than the immediate family.

Sadly | was acquainted with a family
of one of the people, the skin heads,
who were convicted of that murder, a
young man who will spend the rest of
his life behind bars, tearing up his fam-
ily, and indeed the whole community
was touched with the awful knowledge
that something of that nature could
occur in our midst.

If we can send clear signals that hate
crimes are not acceptable, we can do
more than just convict those who are
guilty. If with these strong signals we
can prevent these horrible crimes from
happening in the first place, we will be
making our communities more livable.

I hope that my colleagues will join in
the cosponsorship of the Hate Crime
Prevention Act and that they will all
prevail upon the conferees of Com-
merce-State-Justice to move this im-
portant process forward by including
the legislation in the conference re-
port.

GOOD NEWS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GuUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Madam Speaker, |
want to share with my colleagues and
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those who are watching in their offices
some incredibly good news that ap-
peared yesterday in many newspapers
around the country, USA Today, many
of the national newspapers. | know the
St. Paul Pioneer Press back in my
State carried the story, but it is in-
credibly good news, and | would like to
read just the first paragraph or so.

It says something symbolically enor-
mous may have happened today. The
Congressional Budget Office announced
that the government may have bal-
anced the budget in fiscal year 1999.
Now that is the one we just completed
October 1 without spending Social Se-
curity money.

0O 1845

It goes on to say, if so, it would be
the first time that that has happened
since 1960 when Dwight Eisenhower was
President, gentlemen sported fedoras,
and women wore fox stoles.

Madam Speaker, this is incredibly
good news for all generations. In fact,
there were some other things that hap-
pened. To put this in perspective, the
last time the Federal Government ac-
tually balanced the budget without
using the Social Security trust funds,
Elvis was just getting out of the army
and going back to recording. The tele-
vision show Bonanza was just going on
the air. Apples sold for 18 cents a
pound. The French company intro-
duced the Renault Dalphine to the
American market for about $1,400 per
automobile. The minimum wage was
$1, and some may even remember that
Bill Mazerowski hit a home run in the
bottom of the ninth to power the Pitts-
burgh Pirates to a world series win
over the New York Yankees. |1 might
add, and this is what really got my at-
tention, the last time that the Con-
gress and the Federal Government bal-
anced the budget without using Social
Security Trust Fund money, the last
time that happened was 11 years before
Congressman Paul Ryan was born.
That really puts this into perspective.
This has been a long time. In fact, |
would like to say that we have been
wandering in the wilderness of growing
deficits for 40 years and finally, we
have crossed the River Jordan, and I
hope that we will not turn back.

Let me just show my colleagues an-
other chart. This is what the Congres-
sional Budget Office told us when |
came here just five years ago in 1995. |
was elected in 1994. But what they were
saying was that in 1994, the Congress
borrowed $57 billion from the Social
Security Trust Fund, and then it went
to $69 billion and then to $73 billion
and then to $78 billion, and they were
projecting that had the Congress had
not gotten serious about controlling
the growth in Federal spending and ac-
tually balancing the budget, they were
projecting by this year we would be
borrowing at least $90 billion from the
Social Security trust fund. Again | say,
this is good news.

Now, we are in a great budget debate
right now with the White House in
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terms of whether or not we are going
to continue on this path. Are we going
to balance the budget? Are we going to
steal from Social Security? Are we
going to raise taxes? In order to get
what we think needs to be done in
terms of balancing the budget without
using Social Security, we really only
have three choices. We can raise taxes,
and of course the President was out
today saying that we need to raise
taxes. In fact, he is proposing a tax on
cigarettes. Now, | am not a fan of ciga-
rettes, | do not smoke cigarettes, |
wish no one smoked cigarettes. But the
truth of the matter is that when we
raise taxes on cigarettes, it is a very
regressive tax. We know who ends up
paying those taxes. It generally is peo-
ple who can least afford to pay addi-
tional taxes.

The second option is to steal from
Social Security. We have said that is
not acceptable. The Democrats here in
Congress have said that is not accept-
able, and the White House has said that
that is not acceptable. But that really
leaves us with only one choice and that
is to cut spending. We think that the
fairest thing would be to cut spending
across the board, all departments
throughout the Federal bureaucracy.
Some people say, well, that cannot be
done. We cannot make the Federal
Government tighten its belt by one
notch. Well, | think those of my col-
leagues who represent farm districts
know that farmers are tightening their
belts by not one notch, but by perhaps
10 or 15 notches. So asking the Federal
bureaucracy to tighten its belt one
notch we believe is fair, is responsible,
it is doable, and | think anybody out-
side of the beltway would agree that
there is more than enough fat in the
Federal budget to tighten it one per-
cent across the board to make certain
that we balance the budget without
raising taxes and without raiding the
Social Security Trust Fund.

I also want to mention a couple of
other things. The President is very
quick to spend our money, whether it
is in Kosovo or Bosnia or in other
places around the world. A couple of
days ago, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) told us that
already his estimates were that the ef-
forts in Bosnia and Kosovo have cost us
nearly $16 billion. Now, we did not
budget for that. We have had to find
other ways to pay for those special ex-
penditures. But balancing the budget
without raising taxes and without raid-
ing the Social Security Trust Fund is
going to become more and more dif-
ficult if the President continues to run
a 911 service without the help from our
allies.

I would remind all of my colleagues
that when President Bush led us into
the Gulf War, he got our allies to help
pay for it. As a matter of fact, under
some of the accounting that | have
seen that actually, the net cost to the
taxpayers in the United States of the
Gulf War was virtually nothing.

So Madam Speaker, | just want to re-
iterate what great news this is, that for
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the time, we have balanced the budget
in fiscal year 1999 without using the
Social Security Trust Fund, and | want
to say that it is great news for all gen-
erations of Americans: for senior citi-
zens, for baby boomers, and more im-
portantly, for a brighter future for our
kids. 1 hope we stay the course. Let us
not raid the Social Security Trust
Fund.

FORTY YEARS OF LIBERALISM
LEAVES DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN SHAMBLES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, the
House today and this week and for the
next number of days will be engaged in
a very important debate. That debate
is really a totally partisan debate. It is
a debate about those who want liberal,
big government programs and liberal
programs for our government, and then
on the other side, there are folks that
think that we have too much power,
too much spending, too many programs
in Washington and that the policy of
some 40 years did not, in many in-
stances, work.

This afternoon we had a debate about
a policy relating to the District of Co-
lumbia. The President has vetoed the
District of Columbia appropriations
measure. Within that measure and that
bill are provisions which would allow
liberalization of drug policy for the
District of Columbia. That is one of the
things that is holding that measure up.
Again, a contrast between a liberal pol-
icy, wanting to spend more money, and
also a liberal drug policy for the Dis-
trict of Columbia versus a conservative
approach.

Now, let me tell my colleagues, the
other side of the aisle and the liberals
tried for 40 years to deal with the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and under the Con-
stitution of the United States, the Con-
gress is charged with that responsi-
bility, and we take that very seriously.
Now, when | came to Congress, as |
said earlier this afternoon, in 1993, the
District of Columbia, after 40 years of
liberal Democrat rule, was in shambles.
The Nation’s Capital was a disgrace.
The murder rate exceeded anywhere in
the Nation. The schools had the high-
est per capita and per student expendi-
tures and costs and some of the lowest
performances. The hospitals were a
joke.

In fact, there was an article in the
Washington Post that | have cited a
number of times that said you could
dial 911 for an emergency for EMS and
The Washington Post said you could
dial for a pizza and get the pizza served
quicker than you could get the EMS in
the District. This is what they brought
to the Nation’s Capital, what should
have been the gem of the Nation turned
into despair. They had 60,000 employ-
ees, almost one in 10 people in the Dis-
trict of Columbia were employed in
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this massive Federal bureaucracy cre-
ated under again, liberal Democrat
rule. The prisons, as | said, were in
such bad shape that the new Repub-
lican majority has had to take over
control of the prisons and basically
disbanned Lorton. And again, deaths,
and most of those deaths, drug-related
in the District, were in the neighbor-
hood of 500. They were Killing them in
scores.

Now, just in a few years, in less than
five years, this new Republican major-
ity has brought some of these programs
under control. We have brought some
meaningful reform. They had a job
training program here | reported on in
the District that spent millions and
millions of dollars and not one person
trained. We have gotten that program
under control. The District was run-
ning a surplus, | believe it was two-
thirds of a billion dollars; if we check
the exact statistics, we will find it was
in the hundreds of millions of dollars a
year. This Republican Congress, in less
than five years, has brought that budg-
et under control. We had to institute a
control board and policies to do that.

Now, we are engaged in the same de-
bate about Social Security. Here are
the folks that spent, for 40 years, So-
cial Security, all the money in the
trust fund, every penny in the trust
fund, and on top of that added hundreds
of billions of dollars of debt per year.
They spent all of the money that
should be in the trust fund. All that is
in there now are certificates of indebt-
edness of the United States. And now
they are telling us they want to fix it.
They have the same liberal policies,
liberal drug exchange policies.

I have cited before that Baltimore in
1996 had 39,000 drug addicts, a dramatic
increase since they started that pro-
gram. That is what they want here.
And the latest statistics are it is close
to 60,000, or one in eight of the popu-
lation in Baltimore under this liberal
policy of needle exchanges is now a
drug addict in Baltimore. A disgrace.
But they want to take their model and
impose it on the District of Columbia.

| do not care if there are 1,000 vetoes
by the President. This is our charge
and this is our responsibility, and we
should not let what happened in a lib-
eral venue happen in our Nation’s Cap-
ital.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. GREEN of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account of
official business.

Ms. CARSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr. McCNULTY (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of personal busi-
ness.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. CAPPS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BROwN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.

Mr. DAvis of lllinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. TowNs, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FOLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MorAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KASICH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. NETHERCUTT, for 5 minutes, on
October 15.

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MicA, for 5 minutes, today.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2561. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing date present to the President,
for his approval, bills of the House of
the following titles:

On October 13, 1999:

H.R. 560. To designate the Federal building
and United States courthouse located at the
intersection of Comercio and San Justo
Streets, in San Juan, Puerto Rico, as the
““Jose V. Toledo Federal Building and United
States Courthouse.

H.R. 1906. Making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday October
18, 1999, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour
debates.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XlI, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4772. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-lmport Bank, transmit-
ting transaction involving U.S. exports to
the Kingdom of Thailand; to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

4773. A letter from the Director, FDIC Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, transmitting the
Corporation’s final rule—Management Offi-
cial Interlocks (RIN: 3064-AC08) received Oc-
tober 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4774. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Acid Rain Pro-
gram-Nitrogen Oxides Emission Reduction
Program, Rule Revision in Response to
Court Remand [FRL-6455-4] received October
7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4775. A letter from the Assistant Bureau
Chief, Management, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Direct Access to the
INTELSAT System [IB Docket No. 98-192
File No. 60-SAT-ISP-97] received October 7,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4776. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

4777. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘““‘Audit of the Public Service
Commission Agency Fund for Fiscal Year
1997, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

4778. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee For Purchase From People Who
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Additions to the
Procurement List—received October 13, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

4779. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘““Chronology of the Steps
Through Which the Tentative Agreement Be-
tween the Washington Teachers Union AFT
Local #6, AFL-CIO and the District of Co-
lumbia Public School Passed’; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

4780. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘“‘Auditor’s Review of Unau-
thorized and Improper Transactions of ANC
7C’s Chairperson’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

4781. A letter from the Chief, Endangered
Species Division, Office of Protected Re-
sources, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Sea Turtle Conserva-
tion; Restrictions Applicable to Shrimp
Trawl Activities; Leatherback Conservation
Zone [Docket No. 950427117-9138-08; 1.D.
051999A] (RIN: 0648-AH97) received October 8,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

4782. A letter from the Chief, Endangered
Species Division, Office of Protected Re-
sources, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Sea Turtle Conserva-
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tion; Restrictions Applicable to Shrimp
Trawl Activities; Leatherback Conservation
Zone [Docket No. 950427117-9133-07; |1.D.
051299D] (RIN: 0648-AH97) received October 8,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

4783. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Final Rule; Recreational Measures for the
1999 Fisheries for the Summer Flounder,
Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States (RIN: 0648-AL75)
received October 12, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

4784. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—En-
dangered and Threatened Species; Threat-
ened Status for Two Chinook Salmon Evolu-
tionary Significant Units (ESUs) in Cali-
fornia [Docket No. 990303060-9231-03; 1.D.
022398C] (RIN: 0648-AM54) received October 8,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

4785. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—Pa-
cific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Amendment
11 [Docket No. 990121026-9229-02; 1.D. 112498A]
(RIN: 0648-AL52) received October 8, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4786. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 727 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM-378-AD;
Amendment 39-11340; AD 99-20-10] (RIN: 2120-
AA64) received October 7, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4787. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM-277-AD;
Amendment 39-11339; AD 99-20-09] (RIN: 2120-
AA64) received October 7, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4788. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives Eurocopter France
Model EC 120B Helicopters [Docket No. 99-
SW-53-AD; Amendment 39-11343; AD 99-19-23]
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received October 7, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4789. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Investment Division, Office of Cap-
ital Access, Small Business Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Small Business Investment Compa-
nies—received October 13, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Small Business.

4790. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—William & Helen
Woodral v. Commissioner [112 T.C. 19(1999)
Docket No. 6385-98] received October 8, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4791. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Appeals Customer
Service Program [Announcement 99-98] re-
ceived October 5, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4792. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
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the Service’s final rule—Administrative,
Procedural, and Miscellaneous [Rev. Proc.
99-39] received October 7, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4793. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the an-
nual report on participation, assignment,
and extra billing in the Medicare program;
jointly to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIlII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. H.R. 2886. A bill to amend the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to provide that
an adopted alien who is less than 18 years of
age may be considered a child under such
Act if adopted with or after a sibling who is
a child under such Act (Rept. 106-383). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 486. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to require the Federal Com-
munications Commission to preserve low-
power television stations that provide com-
munity broadcasting, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 106-384). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Education
and the Workforce. H.R. 1987. A bill to allow
the recovery of attorneys’ fees and costs by
certain employers and labor organizations
who are prevailing parties in proceedings
brought against them by the National Labor
Relations Board or by the Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Administration; with an
amendment (Rept. 106-385). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself and Mr.
OBERSTAR):

H.R. 3072. A bill to provide for increased
access to airports in the United Kingdom by
United States air carriers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the
Committee on International Relations, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
LEwis of Kentucky, Mr. MATsUI, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. STARK, Mr.
CAMP, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. COYNE,
and Mr. THOMAS):

H.R. 3073. A bill to amend part A of title IV
of the Social Security Act to provide for
grants for projects designed to promote re-
sponsible fatherhood, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. COOK:

H.R. 3074. A bill to repeal the Federal es-

tate and gift taxes and the alternative min-
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imum tax on individuals and corporations; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. AR-
CHER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. SHAw, Mrs.
JoHNsON of Connecticut, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, Mr. HERGER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr.
CAMP, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. DUNN, Mr.
COLLINS, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. ENGLISH,
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. MCINNIS,
Mr. LEwis of Kentucky, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. THUNE, Mr. RYAN of
Wisconsin, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
RILEY, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
SMiTH of Michigan, Mr. WALDEN of
Oregon, Ms. DANNER, Mr. SWEENEY,
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. BASS, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. SHAYS,
Mr. MorRAN of Kansas, Mr. LucAs of
Oklahoma, and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio):

H.R. 3075. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to make corrections and
refinements in the Medicare Program as re-
vised by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. BLILEY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, and Mr. COLLINS):

H.R. 3076. A bill to provide for the assess-
ment of civil penalties for aliens who ille-
gally enter the United States and for persons
smuggling aliens within the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOOLEY of California (for him-
self, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. CONDIT,
and Mr. THOMAS):

H.R. 3077. A bill to amend the Act that au-
thorized construction of the San Luis Unit of
the Central Valley Project, California, to fa-
cilitate water transfers in the Central Valley
Project; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA:

H.R. 3078. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Commerce, acting through the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, to study the practice
of shark finning in United States waters of
the Central and Western Pacific Ocean and
the effects that practice is having on shark
populations in the Pacific Ocean; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon:

H.R. 3079. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish an outpatient
clinic in Salem, Oregon; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. GEORGE
MiILLER of California, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
POMEROY, and Mr. KOLBE):

H.R. 3080. A bill to amend the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to es-
tablish the American Indian Education
Foundation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LAZIO (for himself, Mr. CONDIT,
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SHER-
wooD, Mr. BiIsSHOP, Mr. WELLER, Ms.
HooLEY of Oregon, Mr. PICKERING,
and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota):

H.R. 3081. A bill to increase the Federal
minimum wage and to amend the Internal
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Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax benefits
for small businesses, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. CRANE, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mrs. JOHN-
SoN of Connecticut, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
LeEwis of Kentucky, Mr. LUTHER, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WAT-
KINS, and Mr. WELLER):

H.R. 3082. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to prohibit certain alloca-
tions of S corporation stock held by an em-
ployee stock ownership plan; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. FROST, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
LEACH, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WYNN, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Ms. NORTON,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. LEE, Mr. TOwNS, Ms.
BrRowN of Florida, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
CROWLEY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mrs. MEeek of Florida, Mr.
KIND, and Ms. DELAURO):

H.R. 3083. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide protection
for battered immigrant women, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committees on
Ways and Means, Banking and Financial
Services, Education and the Workforce, Ag-
riculture, and Armed Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. EWING,
Mr. WELLER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
HYDE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. DAvis of Illi-
nois, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. POR-
TER, Mr. MANzZULLO, Mr. HASTERT,
Mr. JacksoN of Illinois, and Mr.
CRANE):

H.R. 3084. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to contribute funds for the es-
tablishment of an interpretative center on
the life and contributions of President ABRA-
HAM LINCOLN; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. TERRY (for himself and Mr.
DEMINT):

H.R. 3085. A bill to provide discretionary
spending offsets for fiscal year 2000; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Agriculture,
Transportation and Infrastructure, Re-
sources, Commerce, Education and the
Workforce, and the Budget, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. THURMAN (for herself and Mr.
MCDERMOTT):

H.R. 3086. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to make changes
in payment methodologies under the Medi-
care Program under title XVIII of the Social



H10120

Security Act, and to provide for short-term
coverage of outpatient prescription drugs to
Medicare beneficiaries who lose drug cov-
erage under MedicareChoice plans; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Mr.
FORBES, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. SWEENEY, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mrs. Lowey, and Mr. NADLER):

H.R. 3087. A bill to provide assistance to
State and local forensic laboratories in ana-
lyzing DNA samples from convicted offend-
ers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WELDON of Florida:

H.R. 30838. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
provide additional protections to victims of
rape; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself
and Mr. HALL of Texas):

H. Con. Res. 198. Concurrent resolution ac-
knowledging and commemorating the serv-
ice of Dwight D. Eisenhower as General of
the Army and President of the United
States; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. STEARNS,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. COBURN, Mr. MICA,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania):

H. Res. 331. A resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro-
vide for mandatory drug testing of Members,
officers, and employees of the House of Rep-
resentatives; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. VENTO, Mr. KIND, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, and Mr. HUNTER):

H. Res. 332. A resolution condemning the
communist regime in Laos for its many
human rights abuses, including its role in
the abduction of United States citizens Houa
Ly and Michael Vang; to the Committee on
International Relations, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 7 of rule XIl, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 21: Mr. GORDON, Mr.
BIGGERT, and Mr. MANZULLO.

VITTER, Mrs.

H.R. 274: Mr. BAKER, Mr. WATKINS, and Mr.
GOODE

H.R. 405: Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

H.R. 501: Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 534: Mr. KasicH and Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 583: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.

H.R. 664: Mr. BARCIA and Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 701: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. PORTMAN, and
Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 710: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. KOLBE,

and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 721: Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 732: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 740: Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 827: Mr. BECERRA, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 976: Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 1046: Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 1067: Ms GRANGER.

H.R. 1071: Mr. BARCIA and Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 1182: Mr. DICKEY.

H.R. 1221: Mr. DEeaL of Georgia, Mrs.
LOowEY, and Mr. BONIOR.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H.R. 1248: Mr. HOYER, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Mr. TURNER, and Mr. BURTON of Indi-
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1265:
1274:
1285:
1304:
1313:
1336:
1385:
1413:
1452:
1606:
1621:
1634:
1650:
1689:
1693:
1771:
1772:
1776:
. BONILLA.

H.R. 1795: Mr. CoBLE, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. GONzALEZ, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr.
MORAN of Virginia.

H.R. 1837: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Ms. DANNER, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. FLETCHER, and Mr. WELDON
of Florida.

H.R. 1838: Mr. KING.

. 1839: Mr. LIPINSKI.

. 1918: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

. 1926: Mrs. FOWLER.

. 1933: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. MANZULLO.

HR 1987: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. HiLL of Mon-
tana, Mr. Goss, Mr. DUNCAN Mr. DELAY, and
Mr. ARMEY.

H.R. 2059: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 2066: Mr. DooLEY of California, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. GANSKE, Mr.
PRrICE of North Carolina, and Mr. GUTKNECHT.

H.R. 2100: Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 2129: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. CHAMBLISS, and Mr. HASTINGS
of Washington.

H.R. 2141: Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. RANGEL,
and Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 2162: Mr. SmiTH of Michigan and Mr.
PITTS.

H.R. 2200: Mr. DEFAZzI0.

H.R. 2241: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
SHAYS, and Mr. BARR of Georgia.

H.R. 2244: Mr. BLUNT and Mr. HANSEN.

. 2247: Mr. WATKINS.
. 2260: Mr. BERRY.

. 2266: Mr. PHELPS.

. 2300: Mr. OXLEY.

. 2316: Ms. NORTON.

H R. 2319: Mr. DEMINT, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Mr. BARCIA.

H.R. 2341: Mr. BERRY, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. Wu,
Mr. PORTER, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. CAMP, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr.
SAWYER, Mr. PORTMAN, and Mr. SCOTT.

H.R. 2366: Mr. WATKINS.

H.R. 2387: Mr. BARCIA.

H.R. 2500: Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 2534: Mr. PHELPS.

H.R. 2551: Mr. LEACH, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2554: Mr. BARCIA.

H.R. 2569: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. LEwIS of
Georgia, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, and Mr.
PAYNE.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

HALL of Texas.

JAcCKsON of Illinois.
ANDREWS.

FATTAH and Mr. GIBBONS.

. GEJDENSON and Mr. WEINER.
. CASTLE.

. GREEN of Wisconsin.

. GRANGER.

. CALVERT and Mr. NADLER.

. CAPUANO.

. SABO.

. FROST.

. MASCARA and Mr. BASs.

. TANCREDO.

. LAMPSON.

. HiLL of Montana.

. HiLL of Montana.

. WELDON of Pennsylvania and
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H.R. 2595: Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 2627: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 2631: Mr. FROST and Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 2719: Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 2722: Mr. GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 2726: Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. STUMP, Mr.

EDWARDS, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. Pick-
ERING, and Mr. BARCIA.

H.R. 2738: Ms. BALDWIN and Mr. HALL of
Ohio.

H.R. 2744: Mr. VITTER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
VISCLOSKY, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. STARK, Mr.
BALDAccCI, and Mr. BORSKI.

H.R. 2749: Mr. WATKINS.
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Mr. ANDREWS.

Mr. MCGOVERN.

Mr. McCoLLUM and Mr. STEARNS.
Mr. UNDERWOOD.

. 2819: Mr. LARSON and Mr. UNDERWOOD.
. 2824: Mr. GOODLATTE.

. 2870: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and

R. 2774:
R. 2776:
R. 2785:
R. 2790:
R
R
R
S

H.R. 2933: Mr. UNDERWOOD AND MR. PHELPS.

H.R. 2934: Mr. PHELPS.

H.R. 2953: Mr. CoOOK, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. HOUGHTON.

H.R. 2956: Mr. WEXLER, Ms. McKINNEY, and
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2991: Mr. BiSHOP, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. COOK, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
BONILLA, Mr. GOODLATTE, and Mr. HiLL of
Montana.

H.R. 2995: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
RILEY, and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 3012: Mr. COBURN, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr.
TANCREDO.

H.R. 3034: Mr. MIcA and Mr. KNOLLENBERG.

H.J. Res. 46: Mr. EVANS, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. LEE,
Mrs. Meek of Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. NADLER, Ms. RIv-
ERS, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. BECERRA, Ms. CAR-
SON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Ms. SANCHEZ, Ms. BRowN of Flor-
ida, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. JAcksoN of Illinois and
Mr. PICKETT.

H.J. Res. 56: Mr. CROWLEY.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. VENTO.

H. Con. Res. 89: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. LINDER,
Mr. KLECZKA, and Mr. PASCRELL.

H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. DREIER.

H. Con. Res. 166: Mr. SCHAFFER.

H. Res. 82: Mr. KUCINICH.

H. Res. 285: Mr. ANDREWS.

H. Res. 298: Mr. MCINTYRE, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. DIXON, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. LucaAs of
Kentucky, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, and Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri.

H. Res. 325: Mr. Cook, Mr. CAPUANO, and
Mr. HOUGHTON.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 7 of rule XIlI, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:
H.R. 1275: Mr. COBURN.
H.R. 1304: Mr. COBURN.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS
The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 5 by Mr. RANGEL on House
Resolution 240: James A. Traficant, Jr.

Petition 6, October 5, 1999, by Mr.
BONIOR on House Resolution 301: Neil
Abercrombie and Collin C. Peterson.

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3037
OFFERED BY: MR. PAUL
AMENDMENT NoO. Page 52, line 3,
after each of the dollar amounts, insert the

following: ““‘(increased by $25,000,000)"".

Page 72, line 17, after the dollar amount,
insert the  following: “‘(reduced by
$30,000,000)"".
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by Father
Chad Hatfield, AIll Saints Orthodox
Church, Salina, KS.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Father Chad
Hatfield, offered the following prayer:

Let us pray to the Lord.

O Lord, grant to the Members of this
Senate peace in the coming day, help-
ing them do all things in accordance
with Your holy will. In every hour of
this day, reveal Your will to them.
Bless their dealings with one another.
Teach them to treat all that comes to
them throughout the day with peace of
soul and the firm conviction that Your
will governs all. In all their deeds and
words, guide their thoughts and their
feelings. In unforeseen events, let them
not forget that all are sent by You.
Teach every Member of this solemn as-
sembly to act firmly and wisely with-
out embittering and embarrassing oth-
ers. Give them strength to bear the fa-
tigue of the coming day with all that it
shall bring. Direct them, teaching
them to pray. And, Yourself, pray in
all of us. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SAM BROWNBACK, a
Senator from the State of Kansas, led
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRAPO). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. | thank the Chair.

Before making opening remarks, |
yield to Senator BROWNBACK for such
remarks he wishes to make.

(Mr.

Senate

Mr. BROWNBACK.
ator.

I thank the Sen-

FATHER CHAD HATFIELD

Mr. BROWNBACK. | rise to thank
Father Chad Hatfield of the All Saints
Orthodox Church, Salina, KS, for his
encouraging words. Today, it is appro-
priate to honor this man of God by de-
scribing his service to the people of
Kansas.

Father Hatfield has served faithfully
in the ministry for over 20 years and is
presently the senior pastor of an East-
ern Orthodox congregation. Before set-
tling in Kansas, he lived in several
places including South Africa during
far more difficult days. His duties in-
cluded ministering as well as editing a
South African theological journal. He
became an ordained Orthodox priest in
January 1994, after several years in the
Episcopal Church.

He is a respected theologian, as well
as a man of deep faith whose talent lies
in pointing people to a relationship
with God. He is known for his special
events for those exploring Christian
Orthodoxy, and many in his congrega-
tion are new converts because of his
witness.

I hope my words capture his strength
and wisdom. This is a man who has
dedicated himself to the people of his
parish, not because it was his job but
because they are his flock. His is the
work of opening Godly mysteries, while
serving the needs of those in his com-
munity. He is a servant to those in
trouble involving the persecuted
church overseas, youth violence at
home, reducing teen pregnancy, pre-
serving marriages, and helping pro-
mote such projects as Faith Works of
Kansas which links needy families with
churches to help people get back on
their feet. His is the work of a true
shepherd, and it is work which surely
will remain.

The Bible says in Psalm 119:105, “Thy
word is a lamp to my feet and a light

to my path.”” Mr. President, | hope you
join me in thanking Father Hatfield for
his prayer and lighting our path for
this day.

I thank the Chair and | yield the
floor.

SCHEDULE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, | wish to
announce that today the Senate will
debate the Defense appropriations con-
ference report for 1 hour. By previous
consent, that vote will be postponed to
occur at 4 p.m. this afternoon. For the
remainder of the day, the Senate will
debate the campaign finance reform
bill with amendments expected to be
offered. Senators who intend to offer
amendments are encouraged to work
with the bill managers to schedule a
time for debate on their amendments.
Further, Senators can expect votes
throughout the day. The Senate may
also consider any other conference re-
ports available for action.

The distinguished majority leader
thanks all Senators for their coopera-
tion on this day. It will be a difficult
day.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now proceed to the consider-
ation of the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 2561, which the clerk will
report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill,
H.R. 2561, have agreed to recommend and do

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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recommend to their respective Houses this
report, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
October 8, 1999.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 50
minutes of debate equally divided, with
an additional 10 minutes under the con-
trol of the Senator from Arizona, Mr.
MCcCAIN.

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, yester-
day the House passed the conference
report which is before the Senate
which accompanies H.R. 2561, which is
the fiscal year 2000 Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act. It passed by
a vote of 372-55. All 17 Senate conferees
signed this conference report which
Senator INOUYE and | present to the
Senate today.

This conference report reflects near-
ly 4 weeks of discussions and negotia-
tions with the House committee. The
conference report before the Senate is
consistent with the bill passed by the
Senate in June and the armed services
conference report passed recently and
signed by the President.

In most areas, we established a com-
promise figure between the House and
Senate levels.

The excellent work undertaken by
the Armed Services Committee pro-
vided an essential roadmap and guide
for the work of our conference on most
major programs.

The first priority of our conference
was to ensure adequate funding for
military personnel, including the 4.8-
percent pay raise for the fiscal year
2000. Funding was also provided to im-
plement the restoration of full retire-
ment benefits for military personnel
and new retention and enlistment bo-
nuses to attract and retain military
personnel.

The conferees worked to increase
needed spending for military readiness
and quality of life priorities. More than
$1 billion has been added to the Presi-
dent’s request for operation and main-
tenance in the Department of Defense
to make certain the Armed Forces are
prepared to meet any challenge to our
Nation’s security.

The conferees faced wide gaps be-
tween modernization programs advo-
cated by the House and Senate. This is
the first year of many years we have
had such major disagreements.

The Senate sustained the Depart-
ment’s request for several multiyear
procurement initiatives which included
the Apache, the Javelin, the F-18, C-17,
and the M-1 tank. | am pleased to re-
port each of these are included in the
conference report before the Senate
today. Those multiyear contracts, in
our opinion, do give us better procure-
ment at a lower cost.

The Senate included funds to meet
the Marine Corps commandant’s fore-
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most priority, the LHD-8 amphibious
assault ship. There is $375 million pro-
vided for that vessel at the authorized
level.

Considerable media attention was fo-
cused on the action by the House to de-
lete all procurement funding for the F-
22. Consistent with the decision in the
defense authorization bill, Senate con-
ferees insisted that adequate funding
be appropriated for the F-22.

Also, legislative authority was pro-
vided to execute the existing fixed-
price contract for the first eight
preproduction aircraft.

The conference outcome provides
funds to sustain the F-22 program at
the proposed production rates, with
full advanced procurement for the 10
aircraft planned for the fiscal year 2001.

Legislative restrictions on those
funds do mandate that during the fiscal
year 2000, the Department meet its
planned review thresholds. We are con-
fident that will take place.

Language concerning the fiscal year
2001 contract awards by necessity will
have to be reconsidered as part of the
fiscal year 2001 bill, as this act does not
govern appropriations after September
30 of next year.

The most important research and de-
velopment program supported in this
act is the national missile defense ef-
fort. The successful intercept test last
week validates the work since 1983 to
build and deploy an effective national
missile defense system.

This conference report before the
Senate allocates an additional $117 mil-
lion from the 1999 omnibus bill to keep
this program on track and to accel-
erate deployment as soon as practical.

The bill also provides funding for the
Third Arrow Battery to assist our ally,
Israel, in meeting its security needs.
When the committee reported the de-
fense bill to the Senate in May, Con-
gress had just passed an $11 billion sup-
plemental bill to meet the costs of the
conflict in Kosovo.

As a result of the exceptional per-
formance of our air and naval forces
during that campaign, hostilities ended
months earlier than projected in the
supplemental bill. That effort afforded
the Senate the option to apply those
funds from the supplemental bill ap-
propriated for Kosovo to meet the fis-
cal year 2000 defense needs. This bill
utilized $3.1 billion in Kosovo carryover
funds as it left the Senate. Based on ex-
tensive consultation with the Depart-
ment of Defense, the conferees agreed
to apply $1.6 billion of that sum to
meet vital readiness and munitions
needs for the fiscal year 2000.

Finally, the bill includes two new
general provisions that place new max-
imum averages on defense contract
payments. These provisions do not re-
duce in any way the amount the De-
partment will pay to meet its obliga-
tions but does change the maximum
number of days by which such pay-
ments must be made.

The Department must remain fully
compliant with the Prompt Payment
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Act, and nothing was done in this act
to extend payments beyond current
legal limits.

As | have observed over the past 5
years, the work of presenting this bill
and the conference report now before
the Senate reflects a total partnership
between myself and my great friend,
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii.
His wisdom, perseverance, and stead-
fast determination to work for the wel-
fare of the men and women of our
Armed Forces and the military pre-
paredness of our Nation assured the
nonpartisan result of this conference.

This bill also contains a provision to
commence the formation of a commis-
sion to find a suitable national memo-
rial to our former President, the distin-
guished general of the Army, President
Eisenhower. | urge all Members become
familiar with that process. It very
much follows the commission that was
established for a similar memorial to
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

Following the statement of my good
friend from Hawaii, to whom | now
yield, | shall urge adoption of the con-
ference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, | rise
this morning to add my support to H.R.
2561, the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2000. | be-
lieve the conference report presents an
agreement that is very much in keep-
ing with the bill that passed the Senate
and | would encourage all my col-
leagues to support it.

This was a tough conference. That is
an understatement. The recommenda-
tions of the House and the Senate were
different in many areas. Both sides felt
strongly about their respective views.
As noted by my chairman, nowhere was
this more evident than in the case of
the F-22. For that reason, and because
of the importance of this program, I
would like to spend a few minutes dis-
cussing the situation facing the con-
ferees and the final outcome.

For 16 years, the Air Force has been
researching and developing a new gen-
eration air superiority aircraft, called
the F-22. The administration’s budget
request called for the aircraft to enter
production in fiscal year 2000.

The House was divided in its view on
this matter. The Defense authorization
bill, as passed by the House and the
conference agreement which followed,
supported the program without adjust-
ment. The House Appropriations Com-
mittee took a different view.

The committee recommended, and
the House concurred in the Defense ap-
propriations bill, that production
should be “‘paused’ for at least 1 year
to allow for additional testing. The
House eliminated all production fund-
ing for the program—an amount in ex-
cess of $1.8 billion—and reallocated
these funds to other programs. Many of
these were very meritorious, but they
were lower priority in the view of the
Defense Department.
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The Senate fully supported the F-22
as requested and authorized. In con-
ference, the House was adamant that
production should not begin this year.
The Senate understood the House’s de-
sire for additional testing on the pro-
gram, but pointed out repeatedly that
there was nothing in the initial phases
of this program that would warrant
slowing it down to await additional
testing. In addition, the Senate voted
that a pause would be very costly. Con-
tracts would have to be renegotiated.
Subcontractors expecting to begin pro-
duction would have to stop work on the
project. Restarting it would be costly
even if the pause were only to last 1
year.

The F-22 is a highly sophisticated
new aircraft with revolutionary capa-
bilities. Those facts are not in dispute.
But, these capabilities make it a very
expensive program. The Senate con-
ferees were concerned additional costs
caused by delays would be so large as
to force the Defense Department to cut
or even cancel the program. It is ironic
that after 16 years just when we are
ready to begin production that some
would now argue it was time to slow
down the program. The differences be-
tween the two bodies were so strongly
felt that it was extremely difficult to
reach an agreement.

Finally, our chairman, acting with
the advice of the leadership of the De-
fense Department, crafted a com-
promise that all parties embraced. The
compromise provides $1.3 billion for
the F-22. | for one would like to have
seen more provided for this program,
but that was the maximum to which
the House would agree.

We have been told by the Air Force
that this sum is sufficient to allow for
the program to stay on track in the
coming year. The conferees understand
that the funds will be merged with
other research and development fund-
ing to allow the Air Force to purchase
another six F-22 aircraft as planned. It
will also allow the Air Force to buy
materials to produce 10 additional air-
craft in fiscal year 2001.

There is language in the agreement
that requires the Air Force to get ap-
proval from the Defense Acquisition
Board before proceeding to purchase
these aircraft. There is also language
that would require the Air Force to
complete certain testing before it pur-
chases aircraft in 2001. However, that
language, as noted by our chairman,
would not have any effect until after
the expiration of this act.

The conferees believe the Air Force
should conduct adequate testing of the
aircraft before it goes into full rate
production. The precise level of that
testing is an issue to be reexamined at
a later date.

The Senate owes a debt of grati-
tude—a great debt of gratitude—to our
chairman, Senator STEVENS. This was a
tough conference. Our chairman was up
to the task of defending the positions
of the Senate. At the same time, he
was most respectful of the views of the
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House. He worked tirelessly to try to
reach an accommodation on this, as
well as hundreds of other items.

A second matter that requires clari-
fication is the overall spending in this
bill. The Senate bill provided $264.7 bil-
lion in budget authority, with the esti-
mated outlays of $255.4 billion. The
House bill was nearly $4 billion higher.

In conference, the Senate agreed to
increase the spending by $3.1 billion in
budget authority and $200 million in
outlays. The conferees also agreed to
label $7.2 billion in budget authority as
emergency spending. In so doing, the
committee was able to reallocate $4.1
billion more than the original Senate
allocation and $8.1 billion more than
the House allocation for other discre-
tionary domestic programs.

Many have stated that this bill is
more than $17 billion above the amount
recommended in fiscal year 1999. How-
ever, it should be noted that the Con-
gress added $16.6 billion for Kosovo,
Bosnia, and other emergency require-
ments in fiscal year 1999 that are not
included in that calculation.

In comparing ‘“‘apples to apples,” this
bill is a little over $1 billion more than
provided in fiscal year 1999. I, for one,
would argue that this increase is very
modest for the coming year. Especially
when one realizes we have provided
funding for an expanded pay raise, an
enhanced retirement system, and addi-
tional target pay increases for many
members of the military, this increase
is very modest, indeed.

This is a good conference report.
While one can find one or two things
one might not support, on balance | be-
lieve it is a good compromise package.
So | most respectfully urge all my col-
leagues to support it.

In closing, |1 would like to give a word
of commendation for two members who
are not Members of the Senate, but we
think they are members of our family:
Steve Cortese and, this man, Charlie
Houy. So, Mr. President, with the help
of these two special staff members, we
were able to craft this agreement we
present today.

I yield the floor.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. | understand under the
unanimous-consent agreement | have
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | voted
in support of the Defense authorization
bill for the fiscal year that began ear-
lier this month. I would have liked to
have been able to similarly support the
Defense appropriations bill. Unfortu-
nately, the unconscionable and non-
credible budgeting procedures that are
used in this bill are too pervasive, the
level of wasteful spending of taxpayer
dollars is too irresponsible for me to
acquiesce in passage of this legislation.

I look at this bill that is larded with
earmarks and set-asides for powerful
defense contractors, influential local
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groups and officials, and with other pa-
rochial interests. One can understand
the distrust with which the average
citizen views the Federal government.
The use of gimmicks and budgetary
subterfuge simply deepens the gulf that
exists between those of us who toil
within the confines of the Beltway, and
Americans across the Nation who see
large portions of their paychecks di-
verted by Congress for purposes they
often do not support.

What kind of message are we sending
American business men and women, es-
pecially the small businesses most af-
fected by telling the Department of De-
fense to purposely delay paying its
bills? When the Department of Defense
fails to pay contractors on time, those
contractors often have to tell their
suppliers, subcontractors, and employ-
ees that they will have to wait for
their check. The trickle-down effect is
felt most by the employees and their
families whose budgets often can’t ab-
sorb a delay of a week in getting a pay-
check, much less the 29-day delay man-
dated by this bill.

This provision simply pushes off
until the next fiscal year the bills that
come due in the last month of this fis-
cal year. Does anyone in this body be-
lieve that it will be any easier next
year to live within the budget caps? It
will be more difficult because, by ap-
proving this gimmick, we are spending
$2 billion of next year’s available fund-
ing. In fact, we already pushed another
$6 billion into the next fiscal year by
“forward funding” programs in the
Labor-HHS Appropriations bill. In
total, we will have already spent $8 bil-
lion out of next year’s budget cap be-
fore taking up a single fiscal year 2001
appropriations bill.

And how can we explain the cat-
egorization of $2.7 billion for normal,
predictable operations, training, and
maintenance funding as ‘‘emergency’’
spending? Obviously, ongoing oper-
ations around the world cost money, as
does necessary training as well as
maintaining the admittedly bloated in-
frastructure of the Department of De-
fense. None of this should come as a
surprise to the appropriators, and thus,
in my view, cannot be justified as
““emergency’’ spending, other than as a
clear manifestation of an effort to
evade budget caps.

This $7.2 billion will come straight
out of the budget surplus that the Con-
gress promised just a few months ago
to return to the American taxpayers.
Together with the ever-increasing $8.7
billion in ““emergency’ farm aid—some
of which is admittedly justifiable—we
will have already spent the entire non-
Social Security surplus, and even a few
billion of the Social Security Trust
Fund. How can we vote—not once but
four times—to put a ‘“‘lockbox’ on the
Social Security surplus and then turn
right around and spend it without
blinking an eye?

At the same time, we are funding
ships and aircraft and research pro-
grams that were not requested by the



S12568

military, and in fact do not even ap-
pear on the ever-expanding Unfunded
Requirements Lists, the integrity of
which have been thoroughly under-
mined by pressures from this body.

Mr. President, this bill includes $6.4
billion in low-priority, wasteful spend-
ing not subject to the kind of delibera-
tive, competitive process that we
should demand of all items in spending
bills. Six billion dollars—more than
ever before in any defense bill in the 13
years | have been in this body.

Argue all you want about the merits
of individual programs that were added
at the request of interested Members.
At the end of the day, there is over $6
billion worth of pork in a defense
spending bill at the same time we are
struggling with myriad readiness and
modernization problems. No credible
budget process can withstand such
abuse indefinitely and still retain the
level of legitimacy needed to properly
represent the interests of the Nation as
a whole.

The ingenuity of the appropriators
never ceases to amaze me. In this de-
fense bill, we are spending money on
unrequested research and development
projects like the $3 million for ad-
vanced food service technology and on
activities totally unrelated to national
defense, such as the $8 million in the
budget for Puget Sound Naval Ship-
yard Resource Preservation.

These items are representative of the
bulk of the pork-barrel spending that is
inserted into spending bills for paro-
chial reasons: hundreds of small items
or activities totaling hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars. Combine them with the
big-ticket items in the bill—like the 11
Blackhawk helicopters at a cost of over
$100 million; the $375 million in long-
lead funding for another amphibious
assault ship; and the $275 million for F-
15 aircraft above the $263 million in the
budget request—and you have a major
investment in special interest goodwill
at the expense of broader national se-
curity considerations. Two of these
programs, the amphibious assault ship
and the Blackhawk helicopters, are
specifically mentioned in the Secretary
of Defense’s letter to the chairmen of
the Senate and House Appropriations
Committees as diverting funds from
““Much higher priority needs * * *”

How long are we going to continue to
acquiesce in the forced acquisition of
security locks just because they are
manufactured in the state that was
represented by a very powerful former
member of this body? Making a bad sit-
uation worse, we have extended the re-
quirement that one particular com-
pany’s product be purchased for gov-
ernment-owned facilities to also in-
clude the contractors that serve them,
and earmarked another $10 million for
that purpose. What's next? Are we
going to mandate that these locks be
used for the bicycles of children of de-
fense contractors?

Another distasteful budget sleight of
hand was the addition of 15 military
construction projects totaling $92 mil-
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lion that were neither requested nor
authorized. The Appropriations Con-
ference took care of that, however.
These projects are both authorized and
fully funded in the Conference Report,
calling into question the relevance of
the defense authorizing committees in
the House of Representatives and the
Senate.

As someone who is concerned that
the Navy, by design, will lack the
means of supporting ground forces
ashore with high-volume, high-impact
naval gunfire for at least another 10
years, | am more than a little taken
aback that the California delegation
has placed a higher priority on accu-
mulating tourist dollars than on pre-
serving one of the last two battleships
in the fleet. The $3 million earmarked
for relocating the U.S.S. lowa rep-
resents a particularly pernicious epi-
sode of giving higher priority to bring-
ing home the bacon than to national
security interests. Simplistic plati-
tudes regarding the age of these ships
aside, no one can deny that they con-
tinue to represent one of the most ca-
pable non-nuclear platforms in the ar-
senal. But, yes, they do make fine mu-
seums.

Also discouraging is the growing use
of domestic source restrictions on the
acquisition of defense items. The De-
fense Appropriations Conference Re-
port is replete with so-called ‘“‘Buy
American’ restrictions, every one of
which serves solely to protect busi-
nesses from competition. The use of
protectionist legislation to insulate do-
mestic industry from competition not
only deprives the American consumer
of the best product at the lowest price,
it deprives the American taxpayer of
the best value for his or her tax dollar.
It undermines alliance relations while
we are encouraging friendly countries
to ‘““buy American.” As Secretary
Cohen stated, such restrictions ‘“‘under-
mine DoD’s ability to procure the best
systems at the least cost and to ad-
vance highly beneficial armaments co-
operation with our allies.”

Mr. President, our military personnel
will not fail to notice that, while we
are spending inordinate amounts of
money on programs and activities not
requested by the armed forces, we re-
jected a proposal to get 12,000 military
families off food stamps. That is not a
message with which | wish to be associ-
ated. This bill appropriates $2.5 mil-
lion, at the insistence of the opposition
of the House, not one penny to get the
children of military personnel cur-
rently on food stamps off of them. The
cost of the provision | sponsored in the
defense authorization bill was $6 mil-
lion per year to permanently remove
10,000 military families from the food
stamp rolls. Yet those who fought hard
to defeat that measure have no prob-
lem finding hundreds of millions of dol-
lars to take care of businesses impor-
tant to their districts and campaigns.

This conference report represents ev-
erything those of us in the majority
were supposed to be against. We
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weren’t supposed to be the party that,
when it came to power, would abuse
the Congressional power of the purse
because we couldn’t restrain ourselves
from bowing to the special interests
that ask us to spend billions of dollars
on projects that benefit them, not the
nation as a whole.

We were supposed to be the pro-de-
fense party, the party that gave high-
est priority to ensuring our national
security and the readiness of our
Armed Forces. We weren’t supposed to
be the party that wastes $6.4 billion on
low-priority, wasteful, and unnecessary
spending of scarce defense resources.

Our Armed Forces are the best in the
world, but there is much that must be
done to complete their restructuring,
retraining, and re-equipping to meet
the challenges of the future. | support
a larger defense budget but | know
that, if we eliminate pork-barrel spend-
ing from the defense budget, we can
modernize our military without adding
to the overall budget. Every year, Con-
gress earmarks about $4 to 6 billion for
wasteful, unnecessary, and low-priority
projects that do little or nothing to
support our military. Because Congress
refuses to allow unneeded bases to be
closed, the Pentagon wastes another $7
billion per year to maintain this excess
infrastructure. If we privatized or con-
solidated support and depot mainte-
nance activities, we could save $2 bil-
lion every year. And if we eliminated
the anti-competitive ‘“‘Buy America”
provisions from law, we could save an-
other $5.5 billion every year on defense
contracts. Altogether, these common-
sense proposals would free up over $20
billion every year in the defense budget
that could be used to provide adequate
pay and ensure appropriate quality of
life for our military personnel and
their families; pay for needed training
and modern equipment for our forces;
and pay for other high-priority defense
needs, like an effective national mis-
sile defense system.

Instead, the Congress continues to
squander scarce defense dollars, while
nearly 12,000 of the men and women
who protect our nation’s security, and
their families, must subsist on food
stamps. It is a national disgrace.

Moral indignation serves little prac-
tical purpose in the Halls of Congress.
In the end, we are what we are: politi-
cians more concerned with parochial
matters than with broader consider-
ations of national security and fiscal
responsibility. | do not like voting
against the bill that funds the Depart-
ment of Defense, not while we have pi-
lots patrolling the skies over Iraq and
troops enforcing the peace on the Ko-
rean peninsula and in such places as
Bosnia, Kosovo and even East Timor.

However, | cannot support this de-
fense bill. It is so full of wasteful
spending and smoke and mirrors gim-
mickry that what good lies within is
overwhelmed by the bad. It wastes bil-
lions of dollars on unnecessary pro-
grams, while revitalizing discredited
budgeting practices. Those of us in the
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majority correctly rejected the Admin-
istration’s ill-considered attempt to in-
crementally fund military construc-
tion projects—but now we are pro-
ceeding to institutionalize budgeting
practices that warrant even greater
contempt.

| strongly urge my colleagues to vote
against this bill.

Mr. President, the list of add-ons, in-
creases, and earmarks that total $6.4
billion, can be found on my web site.

| yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | know
of nothing in this bill that deals with
the food stamp issue. | don’t under-
stand the remarks of the Senator from
Arizona. There is a 4.8 percent pay
raise in this bill. We did exceed the
President’s request for the purpose of
trying to make certain that all mem-
bers of the armed services have suffi-
cient funds with which to live. I know
of no issue in this bill that deals with
food stamps for service people. There
are people in the service who are eligi-
ble for food stamps because of their
own economic circumstances. That is
very unfortunate. We are trying to
work out a system whereby that will
not happen. One of the ways to do that
is to continue to increase the pay so
they are comparable with people in the
private sector and the jobs that they
perform.

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, | yield
time to the Senator from Florida, Mr.
GRAHAM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, | rise to speak, as | did
yesterday, on the latest appropriations
conference report. Yesterday | ex-
pressed my concern about the Agri-
culture conference report, which con-
tained within it $8.7 billion of des-
ignated emergency spending. Adding
that $8.7 billion to $7 billion, which has
previously been designated as an emer-
gency, we have now spent almost $16
billion of the $21 billion that was origi-
nally estimated to be available as the
non-Social Security surplus.

We are clearly on the path of ex-
hausting the non-Social Security sur-
plus in a series of incremental deci-
sions, without focusing on how we
might use this opportunity of signifi-
cant surplus for fundamental national
policy issues. This legislation contains
an additional expenditure of emer-
gency funds in the amount of $7.2 bil-
lion. With the adoption of this con-
ference report, we will have fully ex-
hausted the non-Social Security sur-
plus and probably will also begin to lap
into the Social Security surplus.

Mr. President, there was an inter-
esting quotation in the press within
the last 2 weeks by a leading figure in
the German Government in 1991. He
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talked about missed opportunities and
said that Germany, in 1991, as part of
reunification, had a national oppor-
tunity to deal with some of their fun-
damental problems which would have
built a stronger nation for the 21st cen-
tury. But he went on to say: We prom-
ised the nation we could do reunifica-
tion without pain; therefore, we were
unable or unwilling to ask the country
to take those steps that would have
built a stronger Germany for the 21st
century.

I regretfully say that | believe we are
“in 1991’; we are not in Germany, we
are in the United States of America,
and we are missing a similar oppor-
tunity to take some important steps
that will strengthen our Nation, for
precisely the same reason: We are un-
willing to tell the American people the
truth of what we are about, what the
consequences are in terms of missed
opportunities, and we are attempting
to hide all of this under a cascading
number of gimmicks and unique ac-
counting. In my judgment, this Defense
appropriations conference report adds
to that book another significant chap-
ter which will make it more difficult
for us to deal with Social Security sol-
vency, Medicare reform, and debt re-
duction—three priority issues chal-
lenging America.

What are some of the items in this
Defense appropriations bill that raise
those concerns? | have mentioned $7.2
billion listed as an emergency. What
are the emergencies? Things such as
routine operation and maintenance.
Since the Bush administration, we
have operated under a definition of
what an emergency is which states
that an emergency shall be ‘‘spending
which is necessary, sudden, urgent, un-
foreseen, and not permanent.” Those
five standards were developed by Presi-
dent Bush, not the current administra-
tion. Those are the five standards to
which this Congress has adhered. How
can anyone declare that operation and
maintenance in the Department of De-
fense is not permanent, is unforeseen,
and is a sudden and urgent condition?

Beyond that, we are also slowing
payments to contractors in order to
move $1.2 billion of those costs out of
the fiscal year in which we are cur-
rently operating into fiscal year 2001.
We are advance appropriating $1.8 bil-
lion for the same purpose. We are off-
setting $2.6 billion of this bill’s cost by
assuming the same level of proceeds
from spectrum auction sales. This bill
relies upon a direction that has been
given to CBO to change the manner in
which CBO estimates outlays so that
$10.5 billion will occur after fiscal year
2000.

I am about to leave for a meeting of
the Finance Committee, and there is
going to be an effort made there to
overturn a congressional statute by di-
recting the administration, through
the Department of Health and Human
Services, to change the method by
which Medicare providers are com-
pensated in order to increase spending
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to those providers by an excess of $5
billion—a violation of congressional
statute, a timidity of Congress to deal
with changing that statute, with the
consequence that we are going to take
over $5 billion off budget but directly
out of Social Security surplus.

So | regret, as my colleague from Ar-
izona did, | will have to vote ‘“no”” on
this legislation. But while recognizing
the extreme importance of the national
defense that is funded through this leg-
islation, | believe it is also important
that we exercise fiscal discipline and
that we not commit ourselves to a pat-
tern of accounting and budgetary de-
vices which obscures the reality of
what we are doing, which denies us the
opportunity to use this rare oppor-
tunity of surplus to build a stronger
America for the 21st century, and
which | think fails to face the reality
of what our long-term commitments
are going to have to be to secure our
national defense.

So | regret my inability to support
this legislation. | hope this will be a
brief period in our American fiscal pol-
icy history and that before we com-
plete the calendar year 1999, we will
have an opportunity to revisit these
issues with that higher standard of di-
rectness to the American people and a
greater sense of importance of our pro-
tecting this rare period of fiscal
strength and surplus, and we have to
assure that America deals with its pri-
orities as we enter the 21st century.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. While the Senator
from Florida is here, 1 want to point
out that we did use the spectrum con-
cept in this bill. It was the administra-
tion that recommended that approach
to the Congress, and we decided to use
it in this bill.

Regarding the comments made both
by the Senator from Florida and the
Senator from Arizona about the pay-
ment schedule set forth in this bill,
Congress had previously required the
Department of Defense to pay sooner
than required by the Prompt Payment
Act. We have not reduced the amount
of payments to be made to defense con-
tractors; we have not changed, in any
way, the contracts between those con-
tractors and the United States. All we
have said is the Department of Defense
does not have to pay earlier than re-
quired by the Prompt Payment Act. It
was the mandate to pay earlier that
was causing a scoring problem, as far
as the Department of Defense activities
are concerned.

As a practical matter, what this does
is deal with the average number of
days within which payments are re-
quired under defense contracts. There
is no reduction in the amount of money
that would be spent, and there is no ac-
celeration or deceleration of the rate
at which it is to be spent; there is just
no mandate that they have to pay
sooner than is required by the Prompt
Payment  Act. Under  the cir-
cumstances, we have not varied the
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amount of money that would be spent
for these contracts within fiscal year
2000; we have just not mandated that
they be spent sooner than would other-
wise be required by normal, sound busi-
ness practices.

Having done so, we are dealing with
the scoring mechanisms that apply to
this bill, not how the payments are
made to contractors. 1 do believe that
the comments that have been made
concerning the scoring mechanisms
under this bill do not recognize the fact
that it is extremely necessary for us to
pursue ways in which we can assure the
moneys are available to the Depart-
ment of Defense, notwithstanding the
extraordinary burdens we faced in this
subcommittee on defense coming from
the increased activities in South
Korea, increased activities in the Per-
sian Gulf, permanent personnel sta-
tioned in both Kuwait and Saudi Ara-
bia, from the activities in Bosnia—and
we still have forces in Bosnia, and now
in Kosovo; we have permanent forces
now in Kosovo. All of those forces and
activities have required enormous
funding. We still have forces in Haiti.

Under the circumstances, all of these
extraordinary burdens on the Depart-
ment of Defense require us to find ways
in which we can assure money is there
for modernization, maintenance, for in-
creased pay to our people, and for as-
suring that we will continue with the
research and development necessary to
assure that this Nation will have a via-
ble Department of Defense in the next
century.

| do not deny that there are things in
here with which people could disagree.
I only wish they had tried to under-
stand them. | would be perfectly will-
ing to have any of them visit with us
any time if they can show us that we
have underfunded the Department of
Defense. We have adequately funded
the Department of Defense, and that
was our intention. It was our intention
to use every possible legal mechanism
available to us to assure that there is
more money available for the Depart-
ment of Defense in the coming year in
view of the strains that we have on the
whole system because of these contin-
gencies that we have financed in the
past 3 to 4 years.

This has been an extraordinary pe-
riod for the Department of Defense. |
can think of only one instance where
we received a request from the admin-
istration to budget for those extraor-
dinary expenses. We have had to find
the money, we found the money, and
we have kept the Department of De-
fense funded.

I, for one, want to thank my good
friend from Hawaii for his extraor-
dinary friendship and capability in
helping on that job. | say without any
fear of being challenged on this, |
would challenge any other two Mem-
bers of the Senate to find ways to do
this better than the two of us have
done it.

I, without any question, recommend
this bill to the Senate. Those who wish
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to vote against it, of course, have the
right to do so. But a vote against this
bill is a vote to not fund the Depart-
ment of Defense properly in the coming
year. If you want to nitpick this bill,
you can.

The process of putting it together
was the most extraordinary process |
have gone through in 31 years. | don’t
want to go through a conference like
that again. And | assure the Senate
that we will not.

COMMERCIAL SATELLITE IMAGERY AND GROUND
STATIONS TO THE U.S. MILITARY

Mr. BURNS. Can the Senator from
Michigan discuss the importance of
this bill regarding commercial satellite
imagery and ground stations to U.S.
military?

Mr. ABRAHAM. The funding pro-
vided in this bill for Eagle Vision mo-
bile ground stations enables reception
of additional commercial high-resolu-
tion satellite imagery sources and is
critical to supporting our military
forces in peace time and in war. The
currently deployed system has proven
its worth in U.S. military activities in
Bosnia and Kosovo. It has helped our
pilots better prepare for critical mis-
sions, while providing an extra meas-
ure of safety and security for our fight-
ing men and women as they head into
harm’s way.

Mr. BURNS. | have heard that the
National Reconnaissance Office has re-
cently completed an improved mobile
ground station. | believe that it was
built for receiving high-resolution
commercial satellite imagery, such as
the recently launched Ikonos satellite
that is owned by Space Imaging. Is
that correct?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Yes. The most re-
cently deployed Eagle Vision Il mobile
ground station has been fielded by the
National Reconnaissance Office for use
by the U.S. Army. It is a much im-
proved system with even greater capa-
bility than the original Eagle Vision
System built in 1995. Its enhanced mo-
bility ensures rapid deployment and
survivability, which is critical in meet-
ing the current threats facing our mili-
tary around the world. I am proud that
a company from my state (ERIM Inter-
national) has been the leader in devel-
oping and building this Eagle Vision
mobile ground station capability.

The funding in this bill has been
sought and provided to ensure that ad-
ditional Eagle Vision systems will be
built with state-of-the art mobile capa-
bilities to meet the critical imagery
needs of our warfighters in the future.
This is an outstanding example of how
American firms can effectively work in
partnership with the U.S. military to
provide state-of-the-art technology to
protect our men and women in uni-
form.

Mr. BURNS. |
from Michigan.

SECTION 8160

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | want
to congratulate my dear friend, Chair-
man STEVENS, and the ranking member
of the Appropriations Committee, Sen-

thank the Senator
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ator BYRD, for bringing to the floor a
conference report that | know was
reached through very difficult negotia-
tions.

There is no doubt that the conference
on the Fiscal Year 2000 Defense Appro-
priations Bill was the most contentious
in recent history. As the Chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, | am
aware of the difficult decisions that
had to be made to reach a consensus
with the House, and | will vote in favor
of the conference report.

Despite my over all support of this
conference report, | must point out one
provision in the bill that is fraught
with danger. That provision is section
8160 which states: ‘““Not withstanding
any other provision of law, all military
construction projects for which funds
were appropriated in Public Law 106-52
are hereby authorized.” As all my col-
leagues are aware the Armed Services
Committee has original jurisdiction for
military construction and authorizes
for appropriations each military con-
struction project. In fact, the law re-
quires that each military construction
and military family housing construc-
tion project be both authorized and ap-
propriated. The projects authorized in
this conference report were not author-
ized in either the Senate or House Au-
thorization Bills. The act of author-
izing military construction projects in
this conference report has a profound
impact on the legislative process.

Senator STEVENS and | work closely
in developing our respective bills. We
have directed our staffs to share infor-
mation and resolve differences in the
bills before the Senate considers them.
In fact, Chairman STEVENS commented
in his floor statement on the Fiscal
Year 2000 Defense Appropriations Bill
that his bill mirrors closely the actions
of the Armed Services Committee. This
conference report is not consistent
with that cooperation. It usurps the ju-
risdiction of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and may set a terrible prece-
dent.

While the rules of the Senate do not
allow us to correct this in this bill, |
trust that Chairman STEVENS will ac-
knowledge the jurisdiction of the
Armed Services Committee over these
matters and provide us his assurance
that this conference report does not set
a precedent and that military con-
struction and military family housing
projects will not be authorized in fu-
ture appropriations bills.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | un-
derstand Senator WARNER’S concerns
and appreciate his support for the con-
ference report. As the distinguished
Chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee indicated, this was a very dif-
ficult conference. In order to assure the
Senate’s position on the most impor-
tant national security issues, we
agreed to other provisions that the
Senate conferees would normally op-
pose. | assure my colleague that | re-
spect the jurisdiction of the Armed
Services Committee in these matters. |
agreed to authorize the military con-
struction projects only because it was
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necessary to reach a final agreement.
In my view, these actions do not set
any precedent for future actions on ap-
propriations bills. It is my hope and in-
tention that this will not happen again
in the future.

Mr. WARNER. | appreciate the assur-
ance of my colleague and thank him
for addressing this matter.

SECTION 8008

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
FY 2000 contains a provision allowing
the Navy to apply up to $190 million in
FY 2000 advanced procurement funding
to the DDG-51 multiyear procurement
contracts renewed by Section 122 of the
same legislation.

Are my colleagues, the Chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, the Ma-
jority Leader, and the senior Senator
from Mississippi, aware of any provi-
sion of the FY 2000 Defense Appropria-
tions Conference Report that conflicts
with Section 122 of the FY 2000 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | can
tell the senior Senator from Maine
that no provisions of the FY 2000 De-
fense Appropriations Conference Re-
port conflict with the DDG-51
multiyear procurement contracts ex-
tension or the $190 million DDG-51 FY
2000 advance procurement provisions of
Section 122 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | appre-
ciate the efforts of the senior Senator
from Maine initiating this colloquy,
and | concur with the statement of the
Chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | fully
support the interpretation of my col-
leagues from Maine, Alaska, and Mis-
sissippi. The Navy has cost-effectively
produced the DDG-51 destroyer pro-
gram under a very successful multiyear
procurement, and no provision of the
Conference Report conflicts with Sec-
tion 122 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000.

Ms. SNOWE. | thank my colleagues
for joining me in clarifying this crit-
ical shipbuilding matter.

INDIA/PAKISTAN SANCTIONS WAIVER

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, | take
this opportunity to thank Chairman
STEVENS for his outstanding leadership
during the long hours of debate leading
to passage of the FY 2000 Defense ap-
propriations bill. | especially thank the
chairman for supporting Title IX of the
act which permanently grants the
President waiver authority over sanc-
tions imposed on India and Pakistan.
American business, workers, and farm-
ers appreciate your efforts on this im-
portant economic and foreign policy
provision.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
very pleased this conference report pro-
vides the President permanent, com-
prehensive authority to waive, with re-
spect to India and Pakistan, the appli-
cation of any sanction contained in
section 101 or 102 of the arms Export
Control Act, section 2(b)(4) of the Ex-
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port-lmport Bank Act of 1945, or Sec-
tion 620E(e) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended. This authority
provides needed tools for the United
States to be in a position to waive
sanctions as developments may war-
rant in the coming months and years.
DIGITAL MAMMOGRAPHY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | com-
mend Senator STEVENS for his work on
the Defense Appropriations bill, and
will support the passage of this legisla-
tion. Before the final vote, | would like
to get some clarification on the De-
fense Health Science program that is
funded in this bill. In the conference
report, the Secretary of Defense in con-
junction with the Surgeons General is
to establish a process to select medical
research projects. | see that a number
of possibilities are listed in the bill. Is
it the Senator’s intent that the Sec-
retary of Defense and the service Sur-
geons General will consider the pro-
grams listed in the conference report?

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. BENNETT. One of the projects
listed is digital mammography tech-
nology development. Advancing second
generation imaging technology has the
potential of increasing efficiency, reli-
ability and lower costs, but would not
be considered basic research. However,
it seems appropriate that this type of
project be reviewed. Is it the intent of
the committee that this type of re-
search and development program be in-
cluded in the selection process?

Mr. STEVENS. Since the Secretary
and Surgeons General are charged with
setting up a peer reviewed process, it is
up to them to determine the specifics
of the selection process. However, the
Senator is correct that many health
benefits are a result from technology
development. | expect adjustments in
the peer review process could be made,
as appropriate, to delineate between
basic research or technology develop-
ment programs to account for dif-
ferences as long as projects are in
keeping with the ‘“clear scientific
merit and relevance to military
health” requirement set forth in the
report.

Mr. BENNETT. | thank the chairman
for the clarification, and for his efforts
to address military health issues.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, | will
vote for the Defense Appropriations
Conference Report because there is
much in it that | strongly support, es-
pecially including funding for the es-
sential pay and benefit improvements
for our service men and women which
had been created by the Defense Au-
thorization bill. I will also cast an af-
firmative vote as a measure of my ad-
miration and respect for the fine work
done by the Senate conferees, who were
ably led by the distinguished senior
Senator from Alaska and the distin-
guished senior Senator from Hawaii.
Without the hard work of Senator STE-
VENS and Senator INOUYE | would like-
ly have had to oppose the final product
of the conference.
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The reason for my concern, and for
my reluctant support for the Defense
Appropriations Conference Report, is
that, because of the adamant position
of the House conferees, the conference
report, in my judgment, seriously ham-
pers the rational and cost-effective de-
velopment and production of the Pen-
tagon’s highest-priority new weapons
system, the F-22 aircraft. The slow-
down in production will undoubtedly
result in increased costs and the House
conferees indeed have indicated that
the final production level will likely
have to be reduced to well below the
currently planned 339 aircraft which
would precipitously drive up the unit
costs. The F-22, which has been under
development for 16 years and has re-
ceived close and ongoing testing and
Congressional oversight, is absolutely
critical to maintaining our air superi-
ority into the 21st Century.

Once again, | would like to thank
Senators STEVENS and INOUYE for pro-
ducing the best result for the F-22 that
could be obtained, given the position of
the House. While the compromise is an
impediment to the F-22 program, it is
not fatal, and with some extra effort,
plus some shifting of Air Force fund-
ing, the delays and higher costs can be
minimized. Nonetheless, | think all
Members of the Senate, especially the
56 other Senators who joined with Sen-
ator COvERDELL and me in writing to
the conferees in support of the Senate’s
position on the F-22, must be on notice
that we will face another, and perhaps
even tougher, fight on the future of the
F-22 next year and beyond.

In closing, | want to note that the
work on this Defense Appropriations
bill, and the preceding Defense Author-
ization bill has been marked by biparti-
sanship and pragmatism, resulting in
the kind of national consensus and re-
solve which is perhaps the single big-
gest factor undergirding a nation’s se-
curity. Unfortunately, this stands in
stark contrast to what we saw yester-
day, with the near-party line vote re-
jecting the Comprehensive Test Ban. |
believe both parties bear some of the
blame for that most unfortunate out-
come. What | want to say today is that,
beyond the Test Ban Treaty, beyond
any specific dispute in national secu-
rity policy, we in this body, as well as
those in the House, and in the Execu-
tive Branch must, | repeat must, work
to repair the partisan breach, and
begin to recreate a bipartisan con-
sensus on national security policy. |
have some ideas along those Ilines
which | will be sharing with my col-
leagues in the days ahead, but | think
we can all take a lesson from the coop-
erative efforts of Senators STEVENS and
INOUYE who have achieved that objec-
tive in the critical area of Defense Ap-
propriations.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, | oppose
the large increase in defense spending
called for under the fiscal year 2000 De-
partment of Defense Appropriations
bill. The final conference report in-
creases defense spending by $17.3 bil-
lion over last year’s bill—$7.2 billion of
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which is declared as emergency spend-
ing and will come straight out of the
surplus. At a time when Congress is
slashing many important domestic pro-
grams, | cannot support an increase of
this magnitude.

I do, however, want to express my
strong support for the many good pro-
visions that were included in this legis-
lation. This bill includes funding for a
needed pay raise of 4.8 percent for our
military men and women and targeted
bonuses to enhance recruitment and re-
tention efforts. | was also pleased to
see that the bill restores full retire-
ment benefits for our personnel.

Nevertheless, | think it would have
been possible to include these impor-
tant provisions without substantially
increasing the defense budget. The De-
partment of Defense need only to look
within to find these savings.

In January, the General Accounting
Office found that auditors could not
match about $22 billion in signed
checks with corresponding obligations;
$9 billion in known military materials
and supplies were unaccounted for; and
contractors received $19 million in
overpayments. In April, a GAO study
found that the Navy does not effec-
tively control its in-transit inventory
and has placed enormous amounts of
inventory at risk of undetected theft or
misplacement. For fiscal years 1996-98,
the Navy reported that it had lost over
$3 billion in in-transit inventory, in-
cluding some classified and sensitive
items such as aircraft guided missile

launchers, night-vision devices, and
communications equipment.
This bill also includes many

unneeded items. In an effort to provide
some fiscal responsibility to the de-
fense budget, | offered an amendment
to this bill that would have denied the
Air Force the ability to lease six leath-
er-seated Gulfstream executive jets for
the regional commanders in chief
(CINCs). Even though the military has
hundreds of operational support air-
craft, the main argument against my
amendment was that leasing the Gulf-
stream jets would be cheaper than pur-
chasing the jet favored by the CINC’s—
the more expensive Boeing 737s.

However, the final conference report
not only includes the authority to
lease Gulfstream jets, it also includes a
$63 million Boeing 737 for the CINC of
the Central Command. A recent article
in Defense Week provides the details
on how this unrequested jet was added
to the bill.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, our men
and women in the armed forces do a
great job. From Kosovo to Korea, they
prove that they are the best fighting
force in the world. They deserve the
pay raise and other important benefits
that they have earned.

However, | cannot support the irre-
sponsible spending that is included in
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this legislation and it is with regret
that | must vote against it.
EXHIBIT 1

SIDESTEPPING BOSSES, FOUR STAR GENERAL
LOBBIED FOR JETLINER

(By John Donnelly)

The U.S. commander in the Middle East re-
cently went over the heads of his Pentagon
bosses by persuading a key lawmaker to buy
the military a $63 million jetliner which the
Pentagon not only didn’t request but explic-
itly opposed, Defense Week has learned.

On several occasions over the last year,
Marine Corps Gen. Anthony Zinni told Rep.
John Murtha (D-Pa.) how U.S. Central Com-
mand needs a new, bigger aircraft to replace
the aging EC-135 that now ferries Zinni and
his staff between their Tampa, Fla., head-
quarters and places such as Saudi Arabia and
Pakistan, according to Murtha’s spokesman
and several congressional aides.

As a result, Murtha—the top Democrat on
the House Appropriations Committee’s de-
fense panel and, like Zinni, a Marine—made
sure money for a new Boeing 737-300 ER was
inserted in the fiscal 2000 funding bill the
House passed last July, Murtha’s spokesman,
Brad Clemenson, confirmed.

A four-star’s advocacy of his command’s
needs, and a congressman’s generosity, may
not be scandalous. In fact, Zinni will have re-
tired before the new plane arrives; and the
aircraft arguably may be needed. But the in-
cident illustrates one way the Pentagon’s
budget bloats: a general personally lobbying
for money—in this case one of the biggest
boosts to this year’s Air Force procurement
request—to buy a jet his employers had al-
ready said costs too much.

No 737 for any commander was in the Sen-
ate-passed appropriations bill or either the
House- or Senate-passed authorization bills.
This month, a House-Senate conference is
scheduled to reconcile the two appropria-
tions measures and decide whether to buy
the 737.

Zinni’s spokesman said the general did not
ask for the 737, but only recounted his re-
quirements in response to congressional que-
ries. But that picture of a passive Zinni con-
trasts with those painted by numerous House
officials, including Clemenson, Murtha’s
spokesman.

“Zinni did ask for the help, and Mr. Mur-
tha was supportive of the request .. .”
Clemenson said. “‘l don’t know if he asked
specifically for [a 737-300 ER], but he asked
for help.”

In the form of a bigger support aircraft?
“Yes.”

By sharp contrast, last March, Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense John Hamre and Vice
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Air
Force Gen. Joseph Ralston, in a study for
Congress, said a Gulfstream V executive jet,
not a 737, is ‘““the single aircraft most capable
of performing the CINC [Commander in Chief
of unified combatant commands] support
role at significantly reduced costs. . . .”

The Joint Staff study conceded that Boe-
ing 737-300 ERs alone meet all the com-
manders’ payload requirements, as the chiefs
themselves state them. But the report advo-
cated the Gulfstream V, designated C-37A,
because the 737s cost twice as much.

““However,” the study said, ““‘on a one-for-
one basis, the estimated 20-year total owner-
ship cost . . . for the 737-300 ER is about dou-
ble that of the C-37A.”

If a commander needs a bigger airplane,
the Joint Staff said, then one can be pro-
vided from ““other DoD resources.”

What’'s more, the Pentagon’s Hamre told
Defense Week last May how, in internal
budget battles, he had fought hard to over-
come the regional commanders’ desire for
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jets larger than Gulfstreams to replace their
aging fleet of nine aircraft, mostly Boeing
707s. Hamre said he had to convince the 10
generals and admirals (including the boss of
the U.N. command in Korea) that the Gulf-
stream Vs were adequate.

“The CINCs aren’t happy they have to live
with a 12-passenger aircraft,” Hamre said of
the Gulfstream Vs. Most of the 707s the
CINCs now fly seat 45. By comparison, the
737-300 can fit up to 128 passengers, depend-
ing on the configuration.

“I’ll be honest,”” Hamre said. ““It was hard
pulling this off. We said [of the Gulfstream,
or G-V]: ‘That’s good enough: It can get you
to the theater, it can get you back and you’ll
be in constant communication with your
battle staff.” So we sent up a report this
spring saying the right answer is a G-V.”’

Having lost the battle inside the Pentagon,
Zinni appears to have sought to win it on
Murtha’s House panel. If Zinni made a simi-
lar case to the other three defense commit-
tees, he wasn’t successful. If other com-
manders waged a similar campaign on Cap-
itol Hill, no word of it has emerged.

RESPONSE TO QUERY

Lt. Cdr. Ernest Duplessis, a spokesman for
the U.S. Central Command chief, or
CINCCENT, said: ‘““Gen. Zinni never made a
request for a 737 or any specific aircraft. Nor
did he ask to have his own individually as-
signed aircraft. Rather, he provided his re-
quirements when asked. . . .

“Gen Zinni has said he would accept the
Gulfstream V with noted reservations about
the suitability of the plane to the CINCCENT
mission,” Duplessis said. ‘“His shortfalls
were identified in response to questions from
the House Appropriations Committee.”
Duplessis declined to name any lawmakers
involved.

However, several congressional aides said
that, if Murtha asked Zinni questions, they
were likely to have originated as broad que-
ries about overall needs, not questions about
CINC-support aircraft. They said Murtha al-
most certainly didn’t ask Zinni out of the
blue if Zinni would like a new airplane.

According to Clemenson, last Christmas
Eve Murtha and Zinni discussed U.S. Central
Command’s purported need for a larger sup-
port aircraft with Secretary of Defense Wil-
liam Cohen during a flight home from Saudi
Arabia. In addition, aides said Zinni and
Murtha also talked about it last February
during a ‘‘courtesy call’’ Zinni paid to Mur-
tha’s office just prior to the general’s annual
testimony before the House defense-spending
panel.

“It’s something that’s been talked about in
a number of contexts for a number of years
here,” Clemenson said.

Regardless of how the subject first came
up, Zinni’s portrait of the shortfalls of the
Gulfstream Vs and the advantages of a larger
aircraft ran counter to the Pentagon’s hard-
fought policy favoring Gulfstream Vs for the
commanders, whatever their personal mis-
givings.

NOT A STATED PRIORITY

The Joint Staff recommendation in favor
of Gulfstreams came after the fiscal 2000
budget request went to Congress in Feb-
ruary. The request contained no
Gulfstreams, let alone 737s.

Nor were Gulfstreams or 737s included on
any of this year’s lists of ‘““‘unfunded require-
ments,” sometimes called wish lists—pro-
grams not in the budget request but ones
that the service chiefs consider important.

Both the budget request and the wish lists
are supposed to include the top requirements
of chiefs such as Zinni, though some say the
lists don’t always include all key needs.

Nonetheless, Zinni and Murtha believe the
U.S. Central Command chief, based at



October 14, 1999

MacDill AFB, Fla., has a unique requirement
for a large aircraft to replace the current
EC-135, which is a 1962 airplane. The
CINCENT must travel 8,000 miles to his con-
flict-ridden theater and must have the com-
munications gear, staff and combat equip-
ment to be able to perform a “‘full contin-
gency operation,” Duplessis said. To avoid
delays, the aircraft must be able to make it
that distance without landing to refuel.

The Senate-passed defense-appropriations
bill, though it did not fund Gulfstreams or
737s, did give the Air Force legislative au-
thority to lease, not buy, support aircraft,
which the Air Force has said means six
Gulfstreams.

However, even the plan to lease the small-
er, cheaper Gulfstreams triggered a con-
troversy on Capitol Hill.

Several lawmakers have criticized the pur-
chase or lease of luxury jets for four-stars
while, at the same time, many in uniform
subsist on food stamps, aircraft are short on
spare parts and other needs go unmet.

In addition, some in Congress point out
that the military already has hundreds of do-
mestic ‘““operational support aircraft,”” which
the General Accounting Office in 1995 said
exceed actual needs. In addition to the CINC
fleet, the Air Force alone has 11 Gulfstreams,
three 727-100s, two 747s, four 757s and 70
Learjets. The other services have their own,
smaller fleets. The GAO said the services do
not share these assets effectively.

Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-Ore.) believes some
of these stateside aircraft, if not needed do-
mestically, should be provided to the CINCs.
If a plane’s range is not sufficient for inter-
continental flight, he says, it should be sold
to corporate executives to finance the pur-
chase of any new, larger jets for the four-
stars.

Sen. Tom Harkin (D-lowa), a member of
the Senate Appropriations Committee’s de-
fense panel, told Defense Week recently that
the need for the existing fleet must be dem-
onstrated before Congress signs up for new
aircraft, whether Gulfstreams or 737s.

““Before buying these jets, Congress needs
to get a lot more information as to the mili-
tary’s requirements for executive aircraft,”
he said.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | rise
today to voice my strong opposition to
the fiscal year 2000 Department of De-
fense Appropriations conference report.

Back in June, | lamented the Sen-
ate’s unwillingness to scrutinize the
Pentagon’s profligate spending. During
the Senate’s debate of the DoD appro-
priations bill, we had exactly two
amendments worthy of extensive de-
bate. Two amendments, Mr. President.
Here we have a defense policy that per-
petuates a cold war mentality into the
21st century, and the Senate gave the
Defense Department a pass.

Now we come to the conference re-
port. | took some satisfaction from the
F-22 drama that played out in con-
ference, but the final act was rather
predictable. Other than the F-22 pro-
gram, however, did anyone question
the Pentagon’s continuing failure to
adapt its priorities to the post-cold-war
era? Clearly not.

And who is left to pay for this $268
billion debacle? Who else but the
American taxpayers.

The Senate debated recently the wis-
dom of using across-the-board spending
cuts as a budget tool.

This conference report is the best ar-
gument against that strategy. We need
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look no further than this bill to find
billions of dollars in wasteful spending
that could be cut to avoid reductions in
programs that are truly justified—in-
cluding Defense Department programs.

As we did last year, we are again in
danger of breaking the spending caps
agreed to in 1997, and as the distin-
guished Chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee was reported to have
said, military spending will be the
force that breaks them.

This bloated bill contains billions of
dollars in spending that is simply un-
justified. It spends even more than was
requested by the Pentagon, a level that
was already too high.

Let me take just one example—the
tactical aircraft programs.

My opinion on the Navy’s F/A-18E/F
program is well known. | have not been
shy about highlighting the program’s
myriad flaws, not least of which are its
inflated cost with respect to its capa-
bilities.

I have to admit, though, that the
Super Hornet program can claim to
build on a solid foundation, in the form
of the reliable, cost-effective Hornet.
The Air Force’s F-22 program, on the
other hand, is a brand new program. It
is the most expensive fighter aircraft
in the history of the world and argu-
ably the most complex, yet it com-
pleted just 4 percent, or about 183
hours, of its flight test program before
the Pentagon approved $651 million in
production money. The completed
flight test hours were about a quarter
of the Air Force’s own guidelines. In
comparison, the F-15 flew for 975 hours
before a production contract award;
the F-16 for 1,115 hours; and even the
much-flawed Super Hornet had 779
flight test hours before a production
contract was awarded. Let me remind
my colleagues that the flight test pro-
gram hasn’t even tested the aircraft’s
much-touted stealth or its electronics
capabilities.

My primary concern with this pro-
gram is its cost. This cold war anachro-
nism will cost about $200 million a
copy. Add this program’s cost to the E/
F and the Joint Strike Fighter, and we
have a $340 billion fiscal nightmare on
our hands. We cannot afford this. CBO
knows it; GAO knows it; the CATO In-
stitute knows it; the Brookings Insti-
tution knows it. The Congress, how-
ever, cannot seem to figure it out.

I know that some folks will talk
about how this conference report puts
the program under greater scrutiny
and that it delays the aircraft’s pro-
duction, but let’s be honest. Barring
the discovery, and admission, of some
enormous flaw, this conference report
holds off the inevitable for just a year.
This report postpones production of the
Air Force’s F-22 fighter plane until
April 2001, but refrains from elimi-
nating the program, as was done by the
House.

The report provides $1.9 billion to
purchase up to six planes, under the
scope of research and development and
testing and evaluation. It even spends
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$277 for advanced procurement. That is
something. The program is supposed to
be under a microscope, but we still put
up more than a quarter of a billion dol-
lars for advanced procurement. If that
is not a clear indication of the plane’s
future, 1 do not know what is. And just
to cover both ends, the report estab-
lishes a $300 million reserve fund to
cover any liabilities the Air Force
might incur as a result of terminating
the program’s contracts. That’s an aw-
fully generous insurance policy given
the trouble we’re going through to fund
other important programs, like vet-
erans health care and education.

As long as we are talking about
money, | would like to take this oppor-
tunity to Call the Bankroll on the
money that has poured into the coffers
of candidates and political party com-
mittees from the defense contractors
who have mounted a huge campaign to
keep the F-22 alive.

First, we have defense contracting
giant Lockheed Martin, the primary
developer of the F-22. Lockheed Martin
gave nearly $300,000 in soft money and
more than $1 million in PAC money in
the last election cycle.

During that same period, Boeing, one
of the chief developers and producers of
the F-22’s airframe, gave more than
$335,000 in soft money to the parties
and more than $850,000 in PAC money
to candidates.

Then there are the subcontractors for
the F-22, who account for more than
half the total dollar value of the

project.

Four of the most important sub-
contractors, according to the F-22’s
own literature, are TRW, Raytheon,
Hughes Electronics and Northrop
Grumman.

And | guess it should come as little
surprise to us to find that these major
subcontractors also happened to be
major political donors in the last elec-
tion cycle.

Raytheon tops this list with nearly
$220,000 in soft money and more than
$465,000 in PAC money.

Northrop Grumman gave more than
$100,000 in soft money to the parties
and more than $450,000 in PAC money
to candidates.

Hughes gave nearly $145,000 in PAC
money during 1997 and 1998, and last
but not least, TRW gave close to
$200,000 in soft money and more than
$235,000 in PAC money.

The F-22 program, and TacAir in gen-
eral, highlights the Defense Depart-
ment’s flawed weapons modernization
strategy. And today | Call the Bankroll
to highlight how the corrupt campaign
finance system encourages that flawed
strategy—by creating an endless
money chase that asks this body to put
the interests of a few wealthy donors
ahead of the best interests of our na-
tional defense.

The flawed strategy makes it impos-
sible to buy enough new weapons to re-
place all the old weapons on a timely
basis, even though forces are much
smaller than they were during the cold
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war and modernization budgets are
projected to return to cold war levels.
Consequently, the ratio of old weapons
to new weapons in our active inven-
tories will grow to unprecedented lev-
els over the next decade.

Subsequently, that modernization
strategy is driving up the operating
budgets needed to maintain adequate
readiness, even though the size of our
forces is now smaller than it was dur-
ing the cold war. Each new generation
of high complexity weapons costs much
more to operate than its predecessor,
and the low rate of replacement forces
the longer retention and use of older
weapons. Thus, as weapons get older,
they become more expensive to oper-
ate, maintain, and supply.

Supporting the Defense Department’s
misguided spending priorities is not
synonymous with supporting the mili-
tary.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, | fully sup-
port a significant increase in defense
spending, and | support the core of the
defense appropriations bill we’re con-
sidering today. Indeed, it includes
many critical provisions—including
pay and benefits changes—that | and
my colleagues on the Senate Armed
Services Committee worked hard to
pass in the defense authorization bill.
For that matter, this bill includes
many projects important to the Com-
monwealth of Virginia that were in-
cluded in the authorization bill. But
this is simply not the way we should
legislate. Tacking extraneous provi-
sions onto necessary legislation is ex-
actly what fuels the cynicism of the
American people.

I have regularly supported Congres-
sional increases to the defense budget.
But this legislation is a perfect exam-
ple of what’s wrong with the Congress.
And it reinforces the need for a line-
item veto. The bill contains the usual
billions of dollars of congressional
spending not requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense. My colleague from
Arizona, Senator McCAIN, observed ear-
lier this morning that some $6 billion
in unrequested pork are part of this
bill—perhaps the largest amount of
unrequested pork ever. This is money
that could have gone toward des-
perately needed improvements in our
national defense, including more train-
ing, more spares and ammunition,
more maintenance, and better quality
of life for our soldiers, sailors, airmen
and marines.

But beyond spending on unneeded
projects, the bill employs some budget
gimmicks that make a mockery of fis-
cal discipline. The bill designates—ar-
bitrarily—$7.2 billion as emergency
spending just to avoid the pain of deal-
ing with the budget caps. | believe we
ought to make the tough decisions to
keep our spending under control. But if
the Congress cannot discipline its
spending, it ought to be forthright and
acknowledge what it is doing. Avoiding
hard choices with smoke and mirrors,
however, is not responsible governing.

The bill authorizes 15 military con-
struction projects that the Armed
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Services Committee decided not to au-
thorize in its conference report. The
authorization of military construction
projects is the responsibility of the
Senate Armed Services Committee. As
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, | serve as the Ranking Member
on the Readiness Subcommittee, where
military construction matters are con-
sidered. We have been successful in
limiting military construction spend-
ing to projects that meet certain strict
criteria—including whether the mili-
tary plans to build these facilities at
some point in their future years de-
fense plan. The appropriations bill
added 15 projects, of which at least half
were not even on the Pentagon’s books
for eventual construction. Only the
Armed Services Committee, with its
longer-term, policy-oriented focus, can
avoid this kind of spending that does
little to improve the capabilities of our
armed forces.

For these reasons, | will reluctantly
vote against this bill knowing it will
pass overwhelmingly. Since | know the
bill will pass, my vote will not jeop-
ardize national security. It will not
preclude the Department of Defense
from spending the additional funds in-
cluded in the bill to provide more pay
and benefits, more spare parts, in-
creased training, and better mainte-
nance. As | said before, | have fought
long and hard to see those increases in
the defense authorization bill. And if
my protest vote would determine the
outcome, | would act differently. But
voting against this bill is one of the
few means | have available to register
my protest forcefully. | simply cannot
acquiesce to a process which misdirects
funds crucial to our national security
to those who are seemingly more inter-
ested in their political security. No one
should doubt my commitment to a
strong national defense, but no one
should doubt my commitment to fiscal
responsibility as well. We cannot con-
tinue to squander so much of our
scarce resources on unnecessary pet
projects when our needs for improved
readiness are so great. And as | stated
when | voted against the pork-laden
Kosovo supplemental earlier this year,
just because we have troops in harm’s
way does not give us an excuse to go on
a spending binge.

Hope springs eternal. Hopefully next
year we can stem the pork, avoid the
gimmicks, and respect long-standing
committee jurisdictions.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, as
a member of the Defense Appropria-
tions subcommittee and the conference
committee which produced this bill, |
am prepared to join with most of my
colleagues in voting for its adoption.

However, | feel I have a responsi-
bility to raise several serious concerns
and reservations about this conference
report.

First, 1 am concerned that we as a
nation are not allocating our defense
dollars as effectively and efficiently as
we could to meet future needs.

Defense programs sometimes seem to
take on lives of their own. They are
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sustained and even expanded year after
year, even if we would not include
them in a truly zero-based budget de-
signed to address our top priorities.

The Pentagon, and we in Congress,
need to ensure that we are giving due
priority to real national security
needs, particularly opportunities to re-
duce the risk of conflict, the growing
scourge of terrorism, and emerging
threats like chemical and biological
weapons and cyberwarfare.

We need to ask the tough questions,
like whether it makes sense to devote
billions to accelerating multiple mis-
sile defense programs which can be cir-
cumvented.

My second concern is what | can only
describe as budget sleight of hand.

This bill is within its allocations, but
it would not be if the Congressional
Budget Office was simply allowed to do
its job. But the political maneuvering
forced arbitrary changes to paint a
prettier, but fictional picture. The
Budget Committees simply directed
CBO to revise the numbers downward.
This is far more than a minor account-
ing issue.

CBO indicates that its estimates in-
clude a $2.6 billion reduction in Budget
Authority—the adjustment for spec-
trum sales—and reductions totaling $13
billion in outlays at the forced direc-
tion of the Budget Committees’ leader-
ship. We should not fool the public
about whether that $13 billion will ac-
tually be spent this fiscal year—it will
be!

We should not be blind-sided by these
or other gimmicks through which the
majority will claim not to be spending
the social security surplus.

Earlier this year, many of my col-
leagues questioned whether certain
funding has properly been declared
““emergency’’ spending, which means
it’s a unique expenditure not subject to
the budget caps that are supposed to
control our spending. How do these
cynics feel about the $7.2 billion in Op-
erations and Maintenance funds which
this conference report would declare an
emergency?

This year’s Budget Resolution adopt-
ed by the majority party which is now
in charge even included a requirement
that any emergency spending be fully
justified in the accompanying report.
But the conference report before us
simply ignores that requirement. Can
anyone with a straight face answer the
questions the Budget Resolution would
pose? Would they say it in front of a
group of accountants or financial ana-
lysts? Would they tell their sons or
daughters to run their finances that
way?

Is this Operations and Maintenance
spending, much of it requested by the
President and funded in prior years,
‘‘sudden, quickly coming into being,
and not building up over time”? Is it
“‘unforeseen, unpredictable, and unan-
ticipated™?

An emergency designation such as
this in another appropriations bill
would be subject to review by the Sen-
ate which could only be waived with 60
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votes. However, the majority appar-
ently anticipated this emergency be-
cause they exempted defense spending
from the point of order.

My third major concern is what we
call the top-line, though most Ameri-
cans would call it the bottom line. This
bill weighs in at $263 billion in new
budget authority. That is over $3 bil-
lion more than the Defense Appropria-
tions bill passed by the Senate and
over $17 billion more than we spent on
defense last year. These numbers come
straight out of the conference report.

I would not deny that we need to ad-
dress readiness concerns and modernize
our armed forces. We live in an uncer-
tain world, a world which has become
more dangerous through this body’s re-
jection of the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty last night.

Can the dramatic increase in defense
spending stand at this level while we
starve other pressing needs in edu-
cation, crime prevention, health care,
and so many other areas?

I am not sure we can. So while | am
prepared to vote for this bill today, I
would urge President Clinton not to
sign it into law until and unless other
appropriations bills have reached his
desk with sufficient funding levels to
meet America’s needs.

If this can be accomplished without
simply resorting to more budgetary
sleight-of-hand—and 1 sincerely hope
we can do this—then | hope this bill
will become law.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, to my
knowledge, there is no further Senator
seeking time on the bill. I ask that we
have a quorum call for a slight period
to confirm the report that there are no
other Senators wishing to speak. But if
there are none within the next 5 or 6
minutes, | will ask the Senate to defer
this matter according to the previous
order. | will do that at 10:30, unless
someone seeks time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | want
to join my good friend from Hawaii in
thanking our staff. Again, | can’t re-
member in the time that | have served
on the Appropriations Committee a
more difficult period in terms of get-
ting this bill to where it is in order to
send it to the President. We fully ex-
pect it to be signed.

Without Steven Cortese and Charlie
Houy and the people who work with
them, both Republican and Democratic
staffs on our committee, this would not
have been possible. They have worked
weekends. They have worked into the
night. They have been on call at the
oddest hours | think we have ever had
in terms of dealing with this bill.

I sincerely want to thank them all
and tell the Senate that this staff is
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primarily responsible for this bill being
before the Senate today because of
their hard work and their determina-
tion to make it come out right.

I thank them all.

I am now told that it has been con-
firmed there are no requests for time;
therefore, | ask unanimous consent
that there be no further time on this
bill until the matter is called up for a
vote by the leader according to the pre-
vious order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time is yielded.

Mr. STEVENS. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 1999—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on H.R. 2561 having been yielded back,
the Senate will now return to the pend-
ing business, which the clerk will re-
port.

The
follows:

A bill (S. 1593) to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide bipar-
tisan campaign finance reform.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, we now
begin debate again on an issue which is
important to the American people. Be-
fore | begin my opening statement, it
is my understanding that the Senator
from Kentucky will manage on his side
and | will manage on this side, along
with the Senator from Wisconsin; is
that correct?

Mr. REID. What is the request? Our
side will be managed by the ranking
member of the Rules Committee.

Mr. McCAIN. In support or opposi-
tion?

Mr. REID. We have the bill up and we
are going to be managing for the mi-
nority, the ranking member of the
Rules Committee.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, it is cus-
tomary with a piece of legislation when
the sponsors of the bill are on the floor
they manage the conduct of the legisla-
tion and the opposition manages the
other. If the Senator from Nevada has
other desires, I guess we can worry
about it later on, but that is the way it
has been in this debate.

Before | begin my remarks, | recog-
nize a very unusual, incredible and
great American, a true patriot, an in-
credible woman who is 89 years of age,
named Doris Haddock.

Doris, known to all of us, and now
millions of Americans, as ““Granny D,”’
began her walk months ago, beginning
in the State of California. She has now
arrived in the State of Tennessee. | be-
lieve she represents all that is good in
America. She, at the age of 89, has
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taken up this struggle to clean up
American politics. We are honored by
her presence. She is in the gallery
today, and we thank her for her com-
mitment to open, honest government
of which the American people can be
proud.

So, ‘““Granny D,” you exceed any
small, modest contributions those of us
who have labored in the vineyards of
reform have made to this Earth. We are
grateful for you. We ask you not to
give up this struggle because we know
that we will prevail.

Mr. President, on December 6, 1904,
Theodore Roosevelt, addressing the
people of the United States, said:

The power of the government to protect
the integrity of the elections of its own offi-
cials is inherent and has been recognized and
affirmed by repeated declarations of the Su-
preme Court. There is no enemy of free gov-
ernment more dangerous and none so insid-
ious as the corruption of the electorate. No
one defends or excuses corruption, and it
would seem to follow that none would oppose
vigorous measures to eradicate it. The de-
tails of such law may be safely left to the
wise discretion of the Congress.

So said President Theodore Roosevelt
in his fourth annual message delivered
from the White House on December 6,
1904.

On August 31, 1910, Theodore Roo-
sevelt said:

Now this means that our government, na-
tional and State, must be freed from the sin-
ister influence or control of special interests.
Exactly as the special interests of cotton and
slavery threatened our political integrity be-
fore the Civil War, so now the great special
business interests too often control and cor-
rupt the men and methods of government for
their own profit. We must drive the special
interests out of politics.

That is one of our tasks today.

And he goes on.

Some things obviously never change,
such as the cycles of American politics.
In 1907, thanks to the efforts of Theo-
dore Roosevelt, a law was passed in
Congress that banned corporate con-
tributions to American political cam-
paigns. | do not pretend to be as elo-
quent as Theodore Roosevelt was in
that campaign against the influences
of special interests on American poli-
tics. Suffice it to say, he succeeded. He
succeeded in getting through Congress
a law, which still remains on the stat-
utes, that outlaws corporate contribu-
tions to American political campaigns.

In 1947, the Republican-controlled
Congress of the United States outlawed
union contributions to American polit-
ical campaigns. And after the Water-
gate scandal of 1974, further limita-
tions were placed on the influence of
special interests in American political
campaigns.

It is now legal in America for a Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army-owned corpora-
tion in China, with a subsidiary in the
United States of America, to give un-
limited amounts of money to an Amer-
ican political campaign. That is wrong.
It is wrong and it needs to be fixed.

The pending legislation is very sim-
ple. It does only two things: first, it
bans Federal soft money and, second, it
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codifies the Beck decision. Soft money
is the unlimited 6- and 7-figure con-
tributions that now go into American
political campaigns.

In the past, my colleague from Wis-
consin and | have offered comprehen-
sive campaign finance legislation. That
measure was widely debated and many
on this side of the aisle expressed criti-
cism of certain provisions in the bill.
As a result, we have taken a new ap-
proach, a simpler approach. We only
seek to ban soft money, those big
checks of ten thousand, one hundred
thousand, and even one million dollars
that powerful special interests use like
clubs to make their narrow voices
heard so loudly in the great chamber,
and to codify the Beck decision. We
leave all other issues off the table and
instead would hope such matters could
be dealt with in the amending process.
And as such | implore my colleagues to
come down to the floor, debate and
offer amendments, and let us move for-
ward on this simple, common sense and
urgently needed reform.

I want to express my sincere hope
that before this debate is over that we
will have either passed this measure or
will have come to agreement on how to
move forward constructively on this
very important subject.

Before | go on, | want to assure the
Senator from Kentucky that | respect
his opposition. | neither question his
motives nor his integrity. He is a man
who is willing to stand up and fight for
what he believes in. The conduct of the
debate in previous years has been char-
acterized by mutual respect for the
ideas and proposals of either side. |
know | speak for the Senator from Wis-
consin. | think it is important we
maintain this debate on that level. |
know we will do so as we have in the
past.

Mr. President, will the banning of
soft money clean up our elections com-
pletely? Of course not. But it is an im-
portant first step. Should more be
done? Absolutely. For that reason, |
hope we can engage in a constructive
debate that addresses the concerns of
senators from both parties who are sin-
cerely interested in achieving genuine
reform. We have an obligation—a
duty—to at least close the most politi-
cally pernicious loophole in campaign
finance law.

Let me stress at the outset, before
reform opponents falsely charge pro-
ponents with an assault on the first
amendment, that this legislation does
not ban political speech, it is in truth
about saving it. | want to protect the
hard earned $100 contribution given by
the small town business owner or union
machinist to his or her Congressman. |
want to protect the contribution of the
local supporter, the little guy. The
hard earned contribution given to a
candidate by a voter, with a firm hand-
shake and an honest look right in the
eye and the expectation of good gov-
ernment, not a special corporate tax
loophole or million dollar IOU to a
union boss.
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What this fight is all about is taking
the $100,000 check out of American poli-
tics for good. It’s about putting the lit-
tle guy back in charge, and freeing our
system from the corrupting power of
the special interests bottomless wallet.
It’s about forcing our government to
pay attention to the little guy, those
people who actually cast votes to elect
us, and not just to the richest in cor-
porate America or the powerful union
bosses.

We are blessed to be Americans, not
just in times of prosperity, but at all
times. We are a part of something
noble; a great experiment to prove to
the world that democracy is not only
the most effective form of government,
but the only moral government. And,
at least in years past, we felt more
than lucky to be Americans. We felt
proud.

But, today , we confront a very seri-
ous challenge to our political system,
as dangerous in its debasing effect on
our democracy as war and depression
have been in the past. And it will take
the best efforts of every public-spirited
American to defeat it.

The threat that concerns me is the
pervasive public cynicism that is de-
bilitating our democracy. When the
people come to believe that govern-
ment is so corrupt that it no longer
serves their ends, basic civil consensus
will deteriorate as people seek sub-
stitutes for the unifying values of pa-
triotism.

A poll taken this July found that
more than twice a many Americans—64
percent—feel disconnected from gov-
ernment as compared to those who feel
connected to it. More than half of
Americans—55 percent—refer to ‘‘the
government’’ rather than ‘‘our govern-
ment.”” Mr. President, as elected offi-
cials, we should find this trend alarm-
ing.

We are a prosperous country, but
many Americans, particularly the
young, can’t see beyond the veil of
their cynicism and indifference to
imagine themselves as part of a cause
greater than their self-interest. This
cynicism in younger Americans is par-
ticularly acute. Among younger Ameri-
cans—those 18-34—69 percent feel dis-
connected from the government with
one in three of that 69 percent feeling
‘“‘very disconnected.”

This country has survived many dif-
ficult challenges: a civil war, world
war, depression, the civil rights strug-
gle, a cold war. All were just causes.
They were good fights. They were pa-
triotic challenges.

We have a new patriotic challenge for
a new century: declaring war on the
cynicism that threatens our public in-
stitutions, our culture, and, ulti-
mately, our private happiness. It is a
great and just cause, worthy of our
best service. It should not, and neither
I nor my friend from Wisconsin will
allow it to, be casually dismissed with
parliamentary tactics.

Those of us privileged to hold public
office have ourselves to blame for the
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sickness in American public life today.
It is we who have squandered the pub-
lic trust. We who have, time and again,
in full public view placed our personal
and partisan interests before the na-
tional interest, earning the public’s
contempt for our poll-driven policies,
our phony posturing, the lies we call
spin and the damage control we sub-
stitute for progress. It is we who are
the defenders of a campaign finance
system that is nothing less than an
elaborate influence peddling scheme in
which both parties conspire to stay in
office by selling the country to the
highest bidder.

All of us are tainted by this system,
myself included. | do not make any
claims of piety. | have personally expe-
rienced the pull from campaign staff
alerting me to a call from a large
donor. | do not believe that any of us
privileged enough to serve in this body
would ever automatically do the bid-
ding of those who give. | do not believe
that contributions are corrupting in
that manner. But | do believe they buy
access. | do believe they distort the
system. And | do believe, as | noted,
that all of us, including myself, have
been affected by this system.

The opponents of campaign finance
reform will tell you the voters do not
care. They are wrong. Most Americans
care very much that it is now legal for
a subsidiary of a corporation owned by
the Chinese Army to give unlimited
amounts of money to American polit-
ical campaigns. Most Americans care
very much when the Lincoln bedroom
is rented out to the highest bidder.
Most Americans care very much when
impoverished Indian tribes must pay
large sums of money to have their
voice heard in Washington. If their out-
rage seems muted, it is only because
they have resigned themselves to the
sad conclusion that this cancer on the
body politic is incurable.

I think most Americans understand
that soft money—the enormous sums
of money given to both parties by just
about every special interest in the
country—corrupts both politics and
government whether it comes from big
business or from labor bosses and trial
lawyers. It seizes the attention of
elected officials who then neglect prob-
lems that directly affect the lives of
every American. That is something
about which each of us should care
deeply.

Americans care deeply about reform-
ing our Tax Code, improving education,
reducing the size of Government, about
improving our national security, and
many other pressing national issues.
But, fundamental reform is not pos-
sible when soft money and special in-
terests demand a higher return on
their political investments.

Most Americans believe we conspire
to hold on to every political advantage
we have, lest we jeopardize our incum-
bency by a single lost vote. Most Amer-
icans believe we would pay any price,
bear any burden to ensure the success
of our personal ambitions—no matter
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how injurious the effect might be to
the national interest. And who can
blame them when the wealthiest Amer-
icans and richest organized interests
can make six figure donations to polit-
ical parties and gain the special access
to power such generosity confers on
the donor.

The special interests will tell you
that the fight to limit soft money is an
attack on the first amendment. They
are wrong. They are entirely wrong.
The courts have long held that Con-
gress may constitutionally limit con-
tributions to campaigns and political
parties.

In the 1976 Supreme Court case Buck-
ley versus Valeo the Justices affirmed
Congress’ right to uphold contribution
limits in the name of preventing, and |
quote, ‘“‘corruption and the appearance
of corruption spawned by the real or
imagined coercive influence of large fi-
nancial contributions on candidates’
positions and their actions.”

The Roger Tamrazes of the world, big
tobacco, the labor unions, the trial
lawyers, the corporate giants, and the
endless number of special interests
that grease their agenda with soft
money know precisely what the court
was saying.

Stopping corruption and the appear-
ance of corruption was why in 1907,
under the leadership of Republican
President Teddy Roosevelt, corpora-
tions were barred from giving directly
to political campaigns. Labor unions
were similarly bound in 1947. Both of
these bans have survived all court chal-
lenges and remain the law of the land—
which is why claims that corporate and
labor soft money is constitutionally
protected are so absurd.

Stopping corruption and the appear-
ance of corruption was why, in 1974, in-
dividual political action committee do-
nations were limited. Should these
amounts—and those limits on indi-
vidual donors—be raised 25 years after
they were enacted? Yes, they probably
should. But that is reason for us not to
engage in filibuster and obstruction
and instead engage in constructive dia-
logue and the normal amendment proc-
ess.

Stopping corruption and the appear-
ance of corruption is why we must now
close the loophole that allows unlim-
ited amounts of soft money to overflow
political coffers. Without the big dollar
““quid’” of soft money in the electoral
process, there can be no legislative
“pro quo’ that neglects the national
interest in favor of big donors. That is
precisely what the Supreme Court had
in mind in Buckley versus Valeo.

Some of my fellow Republicans have
criticized my campaign finance reform
proposals because they believe it leaves
unaddressed the problem of union dues
being wused for political purposes
against the wish of individual workers.
| agree this is a problem that should be
addressed, just as we should address
the issue of corporate money being
used for political purposes against the
wish of stockholders. This legislation

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

does seek to address that issue. First,
as | have noted, the legislation codifies
the Beck decision. And second, when
we ban soft money, we are also banning
union soft money. Let me emphasize
this point. When we ban soft money, we
are also banning union soft money
spending which will have a dramatic
effect on union influence in elections.
Unions spend a great deal of soft
money, most of it directed to elect
Democrats and defeat Republicans.
This bill will reduce that spending.

I have advocated codifying the Su-
preme Court’s landmark Beck decision
in which the court affirmed the right of
nonunion workers to bar union dues
they are forced to pay from being used
for political purposes and to have that
money returned to them. The Clinton
administration has issued regulations
that emasculate this rule. | believe it
should be codified and enforced.

What could be more un-American,
what could be more antithetical to the
tenets of free political speech, than
forcing workers to pay dues for elec-
tion and political activities they op-
pose. The Beck decision should be codi-
fied, enforced, and even expanded. |
would strongly support a commonsense
expansion of Beck. And at the same
time, we should find some mechanism
to ensure that corporate contributions
reflect the wishes of individual stock-
holders in a manner that mirrors what
we do for unions.

If we can come to an agreement re-
garding the consideration of campaign
finance reform in a fair manner, I am
confident we could do much more to
address the problems associated with
labor union involvement in the polit-
ical process.

If my colleagues believe more needs
to be done, | would be pleased to enter-
tain any legitimate ideas. However, to
be clear, | will oppose any ideas that
are meant merely to poison—or Kill—
any real possibility of enacting into
law election reforms.

The sponsors of this legislation claim
no exclusive right to propose campaign
finance reform. We have offered good,
fair, necessary reform but certainly
not a perfect remedy. We welcome good
faith amendments intended to improve
the legislation.

But | beg my colleagues not to pro-
pose amendments designed to Kill this
bill by provoking a filibuster from one
party or the other. If we cannot agree
on every aspect of reform; if we have
differences about what constitutes gen-
uine reform, and we hold those dif-
ferences honestly—so be it. Let us try
to come to terms with those differences
fairly. Let us find common ground and
work together to adopt those basic re-
forms we can all agree on. That is what
the sponsors of this legislation have at-
tempted to do, and we welcome any-
one’s help to improve upon our pro-
posal as long as that help is sincere and
intended to reach the common goal of
genuine campaign finance reform.

In closing, | reiterate that | believe
we can work together. | believe the ma-
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jority of the Members of this body real-
ize that reform is necessary. | think we
now have an opportunity to amend, to
debate, and to come together. | hope
we can achieve that goal.

In closing, | again thank my friend
from the State of Wisconsin. My friend
from the State of Wisconsin recently
has felt a certain sense of loneliness be-
cause he has attempted to move this
process forward in a fair, equitable, and
reasonable fashion. The Senator from
Wisconsin has shown his political cour-
age. It has been a great honor and
privilege for me to have the oppor-
tunity of working with him, and many
others, in the cause of campaign re-
form.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
very pleased the Senate is once again
going to consider campaign finance re-
form.

| thank the senior Senator from Ari-
zona. We have been at this effort now
for almost 5 years. He has done so
much, particularly in the last year, to
raise this issue, not only within this
body but throughout America. It has
made an incredible difference in terms
of the public’s understanding, particu-
larly of the problem soft money causes.

I also take note of one other Senator.
There are many who have worked so
hard on this, but | simply have to note
the extreme dedication, hard work, and
effectiveness of the Senator from
Maine, SusaN CoOLLINS, who has de-
voted herself to this cause as well.

This is not only a crucial issue to the
health and future of the Congress but
also for our democracy itself. My col-
leagues know it is my strong belief
that this issue affects virtually every-
thing we do in this Chamber.

| have spoken about the need for re-
form numerous times this year—15
times. Today is the 16th—on the De-
partment of Defense appropriations
bill. 1 call this the ‘‘calling of the
bankroll’”” on specific campaign con-
tributors with an interest in the bills
we have considered.

Now the Senate has finally a chance
to act. | am hopeful, as we begin this
debate, that we can reach a consensus
during the next few days and pass a
campaign finance reform bill the House
can accept and the President can sign.

This debate will undoubtedly be dif-
ficult and unpredictable. Unlike in past
years, though, | hope this will not be a
scripted debate where everyone basi-
cally knows the outcome in advance.
We do not know exactly what is going
to happen. We apparently are going to
have the opportunity to offer and vote
on amendments. We are going to legis-
late, not just make speeches for a cou-
ple of days and use parliamentary tac-
tics to block reform. We are going to
actually try to pass a bill.

I urge my colleagues, on both sides of
the aisle, to keep an open mind and re-
member that what we are doing here
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will affect all Americans. Every one of
our constituents, every citizen in this
country, has an interest in the health
of our democracy. We have a great re-
sponsibility here, and | hope we are up
to it.

There are many things wrong with
our current campaign financing sys-
tem. | hope this body will grapple with
that system in a comprehensive way at
some point—sooner rather than later.

For me—and | do not speak for any-
one else—Il believe ultimately we
should move to a system of public fi-
nancing of elections to free candidates
from the demands of fundraising and
free the legislative process from the in-
fluence of special interests.

| favor giving candidates more access
to the airwaves at reduced cost so they
can get their messages out to the pub-
lic without having to spend all this
time raising money. | believe the
groups that run ads that attack can-
didates within a month or even a few
days of an election should have to re-
port their contributors and their ex-
penditures, just as a campaign com-
mittee has to do.

This is the key point: It is clear that
this Senate—I emphasize, this Senate—
will not pass a comprehensive bill to
deal with all or even most of the prob-
lems with the current system. We have
known this for some time. In fact, the
bill we considered in the last Congress
was even significantly narrower than
the comprehensive bill Senator McCAIN
and | first introduced in 1995. But dur-
ing our 5-year effort, it has become
more and more clear that soft money is
the biggest loophole in this system and
perhaps the most corrupting aspect of
the system.

Soft money has exploded during
those 5 years to the point where many
Americans believe—and | share their
belief—that the loophole has swallowed
the election laws. In fact, the best
statement | have heard on this was by
the third cosponsor of the original
McCain-Feingold bill, the Senator from
Tennessee, the chairman of the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee, FRED
THOMPSON, who said plainly, without
any legal jargon and all the other lan-
guage we tend to use out here: Mr.
President, we really don’t have a cam-
paign finance system anymore. That
said it all. That captured the impact of
soft money on our system.

So the bill that Senator McCAIN and
I have introduced and that we consider
today essentially asks a very simple
question: Will the Senate ban political
party soft money or not? It is that sim-

le.

This bill is a soft money ban, pure
and simple. At this point it says noth-
ing—nothing—about issue ads, nothing
about disclosure or even enforcement.
It does codify the Beck decision on
union dues. It has minor changes with
regard to certain aggregate limits on
hard money contributions. But other-
wise it leaves the status quo intact, ex-
cept for one simple and crucial reform:
This bill prohibits the political parties
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from accepting unlimited contribu-
tions from corporations, unions, and
wealthy individuals.

This is what it says to the political
parties: Stop the charade. Forget about
the loophole that has swallowed the
law. Live under the law Congress
passed in 1974. Raise your money pri-
marily from individuals, not corpora-
tions or unions, in amounts of $20,000
per year or less.

It is soft money that brought us the
scandals of 1996—the selling of access
and influence in the White House and
the Congress, the use of the Lincoln
Bedroom and Air Force One to reward
contributors, the White House coffees.
All of this came from soft money be-
cause, without soft money, the parties
would not have been tempted to come
up with ever more enticing offers to
get the big contributors to open their
checkbooks. It just would not be worth
it to do all of that under the hard
money limits. It is only the unlimited
opportunity for the unlimited check
that creates that kind of a temptation.

But today, both parties aggressively
engage in this big money auction. It is
an arms race where the losers are the
American people. Soft money causes
Americans, time and time again, to
question the integrity and impartiality
of the legislative process. Everything
we do is under scrutiny and subject to
suspicion because major industries and
labor organizations are giving our po-
litical parties such big piles of money.
Whether it is the telecommunications
legislation, Y2K liability, the bank-
ruptcy bill, defense spending, or health
care, someone out there is telling the
public, often with justification, in my
view, that the Congress cannot be
trusted to do what is best for the pub-
lic interest because the major affected
industries are giving us money while
those bills are pending in committee or
debated on the floor. | have tried, over
the past few months, to highlight the
influence of money on the legislative
process through the calling of the
bankroll. Time and time again, | have
found that increasingly, the really big
money, the money that many believe
now has the biggest influence here, is
soft money.

We have to clean our campaign fi-
nance house, and the best way to start
is to get rid of soft money. Let us make
rules that protect the people again in
this country. With soft money, there
are essentially no rules and no limits.
With this bill, we can begin to restore
some sanity to our campaign finance
system.

To be candid—I don’t like to admit
it—when | came to the Senate, | wasn’t
even sure what soft money was, or at
least | didn't know everything that
could be done with it. After a tough
race in 1992 against a well-financed in-
cumbent opponent who spent twice as
much as | did, I was mostly concerned
with the difficulties of people who are
not wealthy in running for office. My
commitment to campaign finance re-
form was honestly forged from that
experience.
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But something has happened since |
got here. Soft money has exploded,
with far-reaching consequences for our
elections and the functioning of Con-
gress. | truly believe—and | didn’t nec-
essarily feel this way 3 or 4 years ago—
if we can do nothing else on campaign
finance reform in this Congress, we
must stop the cancerous growth of soft
money before it consumes us and ulti-
mately the remaining credibility of our
system.

I want to take a few minutes to de-
scribe to my colleagues in concrete
terms, instead of talking about large
sums of money in general, the growth
of soft money over the past 6 years, all
since | first came to the Senate not so
long ago. It is a frightening story. |
hope my colleagues, staff, and people
watching will listen to these numbers
because they are staggering.

As this chart shows, soft money first
arrived on the scene of our national
elections in the 1980 election, after a
1978 FEC ruling opened the door for
parties to accept contributions from
corporations and wunions that are
barred from contributing to Federal
elections. The best available estimate
is that parties raised, in that 1980
cycle, that first cycle, under $20 mil-
lion in soft money. By the 1992 elec-
tion, the year | was elected to this
body, soft money fundraising by the
parties had gone from under $20 million
to $86 million.

Obviously, $86 million already was a
lot of money. It was nearly as much as
the $110 million the two Presidential
candidates were given in 1992 in public
financing from the U.S. Treasury.
There was already real concern about
how that money was spent. Despite the
FEC decision that soft money could be
used for activities such as get-out-the-
vote and voter registration campaigns
without violating the Federal election
law’s prohibition on corporate and
union contributions in connection with
Federal elections, the parties sent
much of their soft money to be spent in
States where the Presidential election
between George Bush and Bill Clinton
was close or where there were key con-
tested Senate races, not necessarily
connected to the purposes for which
that money was supposedly allowed to
be used.

Still, soft money, in 1992, was far
from the central issue in our debate
over campaign finance reform in 1993
and 1994. Then in 1995, when Senator
McCAIN and | first introduced the
McCain-Feingold bill, our bill did in-
clude a ban on soft money, but it
wasn’t even close to being the most
controversial or important provision of
our bill. As far as we knew, no one paid
any attention to it. | have my own
original summary of our first bill. It is
numbered 9 out of 12 items. We men-
tioned all other kinds of things first. It
is just above ‘‘ban on personal use of
campaign funds,” which was already
essentially required by the FEC any-
way. | am saying, | didn’t realize, when
I introduced this bill with Senator
MCcCAIN, what was about to happen.
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Indeed, the Republican campaign fi-
nance bill introduced in the Senate in
1993, cosponsored by the Senator from
Kentucky and many other opponents of
reform on the Republican side, actually
contained a ban on soft money. In 1993,
they were very comfortable with the
implications, constitutional issues and
others, connected with stopping soft
money. Apparently not today.

Then came the 1996 election and the
enormous explosion of soft money
fueled by the parties’ decision to use
the money on phony issue ads sup-
porting their Presidential candidates.
Remember those ads that everybody
thought were Clinton and Dole ads but
were really run by the parties? | re-
member seeing them for the first time
in the Cloakroom. That was the mo-
ment when soft money began to
achieve its full corrupting potential on
the national scene.

As you can see on this chart, again,
total soft money fundraising sky-
rocketed as a result. Three times as
much soft money was raised in 1996 as
in 1992. Let me say that again. Soft
money tripled in one Presidential elec-
tion cycle. What was the effect of this
explosion of soft money, other than
millions of dollars available for ads
supporting Presidential candidates who
had agreed to run their campaign on
equal and limited grants from Federal
taxpayers? The total dollars raised, as
shown on this chart, don’t tell the
whole story. This talks about the total
amounts. This talks about the cam-
paign side of this problem of soft
money. There is a whole other story,
and that is the impact of these con-
tributions on what we do here.

Soft money is raised primarily from
corporate interests that have a legisla-
tive ax to grind. So the explosion of
soft money brought another explo-
sion—an explosion of influence and ac-
cess in this Congress and in this admin-
istration. Consider these statistics on
this chart. | hope people will note these
figures. They amaze me. As long as |
have been involved with this issue,
they have amazed me.

In 1992, there were a total of 52 do-
nors who gave over a total of $200,000 to
political parties. In 1996, just 4 years
later, 219 donors gave that much soft
money. Over 20 donors gave over
$300,000 in soft money contributions
during the 1992 cycle. But in 1996, 120
donors gave contributions totaling
$300,000 or more. What about over
400,000? In 1992, 13 donors gave that
much soft money. But in 1996, it was all
the way up to 79 donors giving $400,000
per person or interest. Whereas only 9
donors in 1992 gave $500,000—a half mil-
lion dollars, Mr. President; people giv-
ing a half million dollars—by 1996, 50
donors gave a half million dollars.

Does anyone think those donors ex-
pect nothing for this act of generosity?
Does anyone think those donors get
nothing for their generosity? Does any-
one think the principle of one person/
one vote means anything to anyone
anymore if somebody can give a half
million dollars?
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Here is another amazing statistic:
This is even worse, to me. In 1992, only
7 companies gave over $150,000 to each
of the political parties—double givers,
we call them, who made contributions
to both parties. In 1996, the number of
these double givers was up to 43: Forty-
three companies or associations gave
$150,000 or more to both the Democrat
and the Republican Party. | would sug-
gest there is no ideological motive.
This is not about their passion for good
government. These donors are playing
both sides of the fence. They don’t care
about who is in power. They want to
get their hooks into whoever is con-
trolling the legislative agenda.

Here are some of the companies in
this rather exclusive group. We know
they have a big interest in what Con-
gress does: Philip Morris, Joseph Sea-
gram & Sons, RJR Nabisco, Walt Dis-
ney, Atlantic Richfield, AT&T, Federal
Express, MCI, the Association of Trial
Lawyers, the National Education Asso-
ciation, Lazard Freres & Co., Anheuser
Busch, Eli Lilly, Time Warner, Chevron
Corp., Archer Daniel’s Midland,
NYNEX, Textron Inc., Northwest Air-
lines. Mr. President, it is a who’s who
of corporate America. These are the big
investors in the U.S. Congress, and no
one can convince the American people
that these companies get no return on
their investment. So we have an ever-
increasing number of companies that
are participating in this system, trying
to make sure their interests are pro-
tected and their lobbyists’ calls
returned.

There is another effect of this explo-
sion of soft money, and that is the in-
creasing participation of Members of
this body in raising it.

I do not know how many of my col-
leagues are actually picking up the
phones across the street in our party
committee headquarters to ask cor-
porate CEOs for soft money contribu-
tions. But no one here can deny that
our parties are asking us to do this. It
is now simply expected that United
States Senators will be soft money
fundraisers.

Consider the soft money raised in re-
cent off-year elections. In 1994, the par-
ties raised a total of $101.7 million dol-
lars. Only about $18.5 million of that
amount was raised by the congres-
sional and senatorial campaign com-
mittees. In 1998, the most recent elec-
tion, soft money fundraising more than
doubled to $224.4 million. And $107 mil-
lion of that total was raised by the
congressional and senatorial campaign
committees. That’s nearly half of the
total soft money raised by the parties.

Half the soft money that the parties
raised in the last election went to the
several party campaign committees for
members of Congress, as opposed to the
national party committees.

When you hear all this talk about
how the parties need this money gen-
erally, that is why they need soft
money, and an awful of lot is not going
to the parties generally. And | and
many of my colleagues know from
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painful experience that much of that
money ended up being spent on phony
issue ads in Senate races. The direct
contribution of corporate money to
federal candidates has been banned in
federal elections since 1907, but that
money is now being raised by Senators
as soft money and spent to try to influ-
ence the election of Senators. It is
spent to try to influence the election of
Senators. To me, this is a complete ob-
literation of the spirit of the law. It is
wrong. It must be stopped.

The growth of soft money has made a
mockery of our campaign finance laws.
It has turned Senators into pan-
handlers for huge contributions from
corporate patrons. And it has multi-
plied the number of corporate interests
that have a claim on the attention of
members and the work of this institu-
tion.

Mr. President, there is broad and bi-

partisan support for banning soft
money. Former Presidents Bush,
Carter, and Ford believe that soft

money must be eliminated, as does a
large and distinguished bipartisan
group of former Members of Congress,
organized last year by former Senator
and Vice President Walter Mondale, a
Democrat, and former Senator Nancy
Kassebaum Baker, a Republican. Their
effort has been joined at last count by
216 former members of the House and
Senate. Senators Mondale and Kasse-
baum published an opinion piece in the
Washington Post that eloquently spells
out the rationale and the critical need
to enact this reform.

They state that a ban on soft money
would “‘restore a sound principle long
held to be essential. That bedrock prin-
ciple, developed step by step through
measures signed into law by presidents
from Theodore Roosevelt to Gerald
Ford, is that federal elections cam-
paigns should be financed by limited
contributions from individuals and not
by either corporate or union treasuries.
Neither candidates for federal office,
nor the national political party com-
mittees whose primary mission is to
elect them, should be dependent on the
treasuries of corporations or unions
that have strong economic interests in
the decisions of the federal govern-
ment.”’

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the full article by these two
very distinguished former members of
this body be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. FEINGOLD. As | mentioned, Mr.
President, Senators Mondale and
Kassebaum Baker put together a group
of former members 216 strong who want
to end soft money. One of those is
former Senator Bill Brock, who also
served as Chairman of the Republican
Party. In an op-ed last year, Senator
Brock dispelled the myth that the par-
ties cannot survive without soft
money. He stated: “‘In truth, the par-
ties were stronger and closer to their
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roots before the advent of this loophole
than they are today.”” He adds: ‘“‘Far
from reinvigorating the parties them-
selves, soft money has simply strength-
ened certain specific candidates and
the few donors who can make huge con-
tributions while distracting parties
from traditional grassroots work.”

Those are not just my sentiments;
they are the sentiments of former Sen-
ator Brock, and he has it exactly right.

Our national political parties should
be the engines of democracy, the orga-
nizers of individual donors and volun-
teers who care about big ideas and are
willing to work for them. Instead they
have become fundraising behemoths,
obsessed with extorting the biggest
chunks of cash that they can from cor-
porate and wealthy donors. This is not
what the two great political parties
should be about Mr. President. Soft
money has changed our politics for the
worse Mr. President. And | think ev-
eryone in this body knows that.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement from Senators
Mondale and Kassebaum-Baker that
contains excerpts from a number of ar-
ticles written by former Members of
Congress on the topic of banning soft
money be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 2.)

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
bill the Senate is now considering ac-
complishes a ban on soft money in four
simple ways. First, and most impor-
tant, it prohibits the national political
parties from raising or spending money
that is not subject to the limits of the
federal election laws. Second, it pro-
hibits federal officeholders and can-
didates from raising money that is not
subject to the election laws, except for
appearing as a speaker at a fundraising
event sponsored by a state or local po-
litical party. Third, to prevent soft
money from being laundered through
state parties and making its way back
into federal elections, it requires state
and local parties that spend money on
certain federal election activities to
use only money that is subject to the
federal election laws. And finally, it
prohibits the parties from soliciting
money for or contributing money to
outside organizations.

The amendment also makes some
changes in the contribution limits of
current law in a recognition of the new
difficulties that parties may face as
they are forced to go ‘“‘cold turkey” in
giving up soft money. It increases the
amount that individuals can legally
give to state party committees from
$5,000 per year to $10,000 per year. And
it increases the amount that an indi-
vidual can give to all parties, PACs,
and candidates combined in a year
from $25,000 to $30,000.

This provision is tough, but it is fair.
It allows federal candidates to continue
to help raise money for their state par-
ties by appearing at fundraisers. It per-
mits the state parties until four
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months before an election to use non-
federal money to conduct voter reg-
istration drives that will obviously
benefit federal candidates as well.

Mr. President, | truly believe that we
must do much more than ban soft
money to fix our campaign finance sys-
tem. But if there is one thing more
than any other that must be done now
it is to ban soft money. Otherwise the
soft money loophole will completely
obliterate the Presidential public fund-
ing system, and lead to scandals that
will make what we saw in 1996 seem
quaint. And the number of investors in
this body will continue to skyrocket,
with untold consequences on the work
of this body and the confidence of the
American people in their government.

Mr. President, we have some momen-
tum. | was delighted this week to have
us get another cosponsor on this bill,
the Senator from Kansas, SAM
BROWNBACK, and to also have the en-
dorsement of one of the leaders from
the other body, Congressman ASA
HUTCHINSON. So we have had good mo-
mentum this week. | am pleased with
that. | especially felt the momentum
when last Friday | had a chance to go
to Nashville, Tennessee, and | had the
good fortune to meet an extraordinary
woman, who is in Washington today.
I’'m speaking of Doris Haddock, from
Dublin, New Hampshire. Doris has be-
come known to many people through-
out the country and around the world
as “Granny D.”’

She is 89 years old. On January 1st of
this year, she set out to walk across
this country to call attention to the
need for campaign finance reform and
call on this body to pass the McCain-
Feingold bill. As she said last week,
voting for McCain-Feingold is some-
thing our mothers and grandmothers
would want us to do. And coming from
Granny D, this is not just a polite re-
quest—it is a challenge and a demand
from one of the toughest and bravest
advocates of reform | have ever had the
pleasure to know.

I joined Granny D on the road last
week, and as we walked together
through the streets of Nashville,
shouts of ““Go Granny Go’’ came from
every corner—from drivers in their
cars, pedestrians on the sidewalk and
construction workers on the job.

The response she got that day, and
the support she gets every day on her
walk across America, speak volumes
about where the American people stand
on this issue. They are fed up with a
campaign finance system so clogged
with cash that it has essentially ceased
to function; they are frustrated by a
Congress that has stood by and
watched our democracy deteriorate;
and today they are demanding that the
U.S. Senate join Granny D on the road
to reform by passing the McCain-Fein-
gold bill.

Granny D and countless Americans
like her are demanding, here and now,
that this body act to ban soft money
and begin to clean up our campaign fi-
nance mess. Granny has been walking
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across this country for more than nine
months now—from California to Ten-
nessee, in the sweltering heat and now
in the growing cold, over mountains
and across a desert. At age 89, she has
braved all of this. And all she is asking
U.S. Senators to do in return one sim-
ple thing.

What she’s asking is not anywhere
near as strenuous, and it won’t take
anywhere near as much time as what
she has endured.

All she is asking the members of this
body to do is lift their arm to cast one
vote—a vote to ban soft money.

That’s what she’s asking, and | urge
my colleagues not let her down. The
time has past for the excuses, equivo-
cations and evasions that members of
this body have employed time and
again to avoid passing campaign fi-
nance reform legislation. The time has
come to put partisanship aside, to put
our own ideal reform bills aside and fi-
nally put our democracy first—let’s
join Granny D on the road to reform.

| yield the floor.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 17, 1998]
CAMPAIGN REFORM: FINISH THE JOB
(By Nancy Kassebaum Baker and Walter F.
Mondale)

The House’s finest moment of this Con-

gress will soon become the Senate’s great op-
portunity. The House’s action on campaign
finance reform is a demonstration of cour-
age, conviction and bipartisanship. It shows
that clear majorities of both houses, when
permitted to vote, want to remove the blight
of soft money from our national politics.
Now it’s up to the Senate to complete the
job.
! Soft money, the flood of corporate and
union treasury funds and unlimited dona-
tions from individuals to national political
committees that swamped the 1991 elections
with a quarter-billion dollars, undermines
protections built by the Congress over the
course of a century. Each major safeguard
skirted by soft money, beginning with the
1907 ban on corporate treasury donations, re-
sulted from efforts to protect the integrity
of American elections.

No less is at stake now. The significant
House vote cannot be allowed to become just
a gesture. The Senate’s task—supported by
principle and an appreciation of experience,
priority and responsibility, is to ensure that
this singular achievement of the House be-
comes a large stride toward enactment of
campaign finance reform in this Congress.

Principle. A ban on soft money would not
introduce any new principle into the law. It
would, instead, restore sound principle, long
held to be essential. That bedrock principle,
developed step by step through measures
signed into law by presidents from Theodore
Roosevelt to Gerald Ford, is that federal
election campaigns should be financed by
limited contributions from individuals and
not by either corporate or union treasuries.
Neither candidates for federal office nor the
national political party committees whose
primary mission is to elect them, should be
dependent on the treasuries of corporations
or unions that have strong economic inter-
ests in the decisions of the federal govern-
ment. As for individuals, who should always
be the center piece of our national politics,
the law should encourage the broadest par-
ticipation possible, while establishing rea-
sonable limits to avoid disproportionate
power by those who can write the biggest
checks.
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Experience. Nearly every major con-
troversy and excess of the last election was
related to soft money. If earlier Congresses
were unaware of the full consequences of the
soft-money loophole, our experience in 1996
and the investigations by this Congress have
removed ignorance as a defense for inaction.
Legislators are often challenged by the un-
certainty of future developments. But to see
the future of American elections, one only
needs to look at the present and multiply.
Soft money in the first year after the 1996
election was raised at twice the rate it was
raised four years ago. We are on the way to
a half-billion dollars or more in soft money
in the 2000 elections.

Priority. The urgency of action is clear.
Congress should use the shrinking window of
time this year to safeguard the next presi-
dential election. In response to the trauma
of a president’s fall in Watergate, this coun-
try struck a bargain with its presidential
candidates. Accept public funding in the gen-
eral election and forgo private fund-raising.
Three presidential elections—in 1976, 1980
and 1984—were faithful to that bargain. Now
the American taxpayer provides public fund-
ing while presidential candidates and their
parties engage in an unlimited soft-money
arms race. No matter who wins, the country
will be diminished if this continues to be the
way our presidents are elected.

Responsibility. Without authorization by
Congress, the Federal Election Commission
cracked open the door through which cor-
porate, union and unlimited individual soft-
money contributions have poured. But Con-
gress can no longer avoid the responsibility
for making the fundamental choice about
the basic rules that should govern the fi-
nancing of federal election campaigns. It
should vote to either approve the soft-money
system or end it. Either way, to borrow
Harry Truman’s phrase, Congress must know
that the public understands that the buck,
literally, stops on Capitol Hill.

In sum, this is a time for the Senate to rec-
ognize the force of the observation of one of
its noted leaders, Everett McKinley Dirksen,
who opened the path to enactment of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 by reminding sen-
ators of the strength of an idea whose time
has come. The time has come—as former
presidents Ford, Carter and Bush, hundreds
of former members of both parties and ma-
jorities in both Houses firmly believe—for
Congress to protect the integrity of our na-
tional elections. Our common purpose should
be no less than to allow the nation to look
forward with pride to the character of the
new century’s first presidential election.

EXHIBIT 2
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM—A STATEMENT
BY NANCY KASSEBAUM BAKER AND WALTER
MONDALE
June 15, 1998

A year ago, we released an open letter to
the President and Congress calling on the
Executive and Legislative Branches to de-
bate and act on meaningful campaign fi-
nance reform. We included in the open letter
our initial recommendation for several re-
forms—beginning with an end to ‘‘soft
money’’ contributions to the national par-
ties and their campaign organizations—on
which agreement, in our view, could be at-
tained.

Now, thanks to the extraordinary efforts of
supporters of reform within and outside of
the Congress, the House stands at the thresh-
old of an important opportunity. And no one
should underestimate how important and ur-
gent its task is.

The issue of reform goes to the very heart
of American democracy—to the trust and re-
spect citizens can have in elections. Remov-
ing soft money will help restore the letter
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and spirit of existing campaign laws and re-
assure voters that they can again be the
most important participants in elections.

Without action by this Congress on soft
money, at the current fundraising rate, the
2000 presidential election will have more
than a half billion dollars in soft money,
double the amount of 1996.

Since our June 1997 open letter, we have
been joined by hundreds of distinguished
Americans who have helped to bring us all to
this juncture. Foremost among them are
former Presidents Bush, Carter and Ford,
and also the 216 former Members of Congress
who have signed a joint statement calling for
reform.

Beyond lending their names to this effort,
the former Presidents and former Members,
in letters, guest editorials, and statements,
have convincingly set forth the urgency and
case for reform. The following brings to-
gether some of the main ideas that we and
others have shared over the last year.

THE PRIMACY OF INDIVIDUAL VOTERS AND THEIR
CONFIDENCE IN GOVERNMENT

As we wrote in the Los Angeles Times
(September 22, 1997), ‘““Progress on reform is
perhaps the most important step that can be
taken to restore voter confidence in the abil-
ity of all citizens, regardless of wealth, to
participate fully in elections. The failure of
Congress to act will only deepen voter de-
spair about politics.”

In a letter last June, former President
Bush said, ‘“We must encourage the broadest
possible participation by individuals in fi-
nancing elections.” Former Presidents
Carter and Ford, in a joint article in The
Washington Post (October 5, 1997) said, ‘“We
must redouble our efforts to assure voters
that public policy is determined by the
checks on their ballots, rather than the
checks from powerful interests.”

Former Senator and Republican National
Committee Chairman Bill Brock underscored
that point in a guest editorial in the Hill
(April 29, 1998). ““The basic intent of the cam-
paign finance laws that Congress enacted in
the past is quite clear,” he wrote, “It is that
campaigns should be funded by individuals
(not corporations and unions). . . . Because
Americans have long believed in individual
responsibility as the best antidote to the
threats of excesses of wealth and institu-
tional power.” And, as former Republican
Senator Mark Hatfield wrote in the Wash-
ington Times (March 26, 1998). ‘““These prohi-
bitions on corporate and union contributions
reflect a basic idea: Individuals should be the
dominant force in our political process.”

Writing in the Chicago Sun-Times (March
24, 1998), former House Republican Leader
Bob Michel and former Representative,
Judge, and White House Counsel Abner
Mikya, made the point that ‘‘[t]he cost to
confidence in government of this breakdown
in campaign finance regulation is high.”
Raising soft money, they explained, ‘‘re-
quires the sustained effort of elected and
party officials, often one-on-one with donors,
to raise—indeed, wrest—the large sums in-
volved in soft money contributions. The en-
tities and people from whom soft money is
sought often have enormous economic stakes
in government decisions. Corporate and
other soft money donors frankly say they
feel shaken down.”

Former Presidents Ford and Carter force-
fully noted that soft money ‘‘is one of the
most corrupting influences in modern elec-
tions because there is no limit on the size of
donations—thus giving disproportionate in-
fluence to those with the deepest pockets.”

IMPACT ON THE PRESIDENCY

As former Presidents Gerald Ford and
Jimmy Carter expressed, it is vital for Con-
gress ‘‘to seize this opportunity for reform
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now so it can improve the next presidential
election.”

Writing last week in the San Francisco
Chronicle (June 3, 1998), former Representa-
tive and White House Chief of Staff Leon Pa-
netta described the bargain the nation
struck with its presidential candidates in
1974: in return for public financing of presi-
dential elections, candidates would forego
fundraising in general elections. ““. . . the
elections of 1976, 1980 and 1984 elections
showed that national elections could be run
with fidelity to that bargain.”

Time is of the essence. As Leon Panetta
observed, ‘““As difficult as the chances may
seem, this Congress remains the best hope
for enabling the nation to begin the new cen-
tury with a presidential election of which it
can be proud.”

As former Reps. Bob Michel and Abner
Mikva observed about the coming House de-
bate, ‘““Either [the House] will act to end the
scourge of soft money” or it “‘will do nothing
about letting the next presidential election
become the biggest auction the country ever
has know.””

RESTORING CONGRESSIONAL INTENT

““Congress never authorized soft money.
“Bill Brock wrote as he called on Congress
to “‘restore the spirit and the letter of elec-
tion laws dating back decades,”” Reps. Michel
and Mikva said, ““Congress never agreed to
the creation of soft money. The loophole is a
product of exceptions allowed by the Federal
Election Commission that were expanded by
aggressive fund-raising by both parties.”

Congress should decide whether it supports
reforms dating back to the beginning of the
Century. “It’s time for lawmakers to say
whether soft money is good or bad for the
system,”” Brock said.

STRENGTHENING PARTIES

Bill Brock, writing from the perspective of
a former party chairman, dispelled the myth
that soft money strengthens parties. ““In
truth, parties were strongest and closer to
their roots before the advent of this loophole
than they are today.” Far from reinvigo-
rating the parties themselves,” he observed,
“‘soft money has simply strengthened certain
specific candidates and the few donors who
can make huge contributions, while dis-
tracting parties from traditional grassroots
work.”

Or, as we wrote in Roll Call (February 26,
1998), ‘“no one can seriously say more people
vote or participate because of soft money. In
fact, as soft money has skyrocketed, voter
turnout has continued to decline.”

“Without soft money,”” we continued, ‘“the
parties will have to work harder to raise
money. But the benefits gained—by increas-
ing the public’s faith in democracy and re-
ducing the arms race for cash—will far out-
weigh the cost.”

FOCUSING ON PRIORITIES

A consistent theme of our efforts, together
with the former Presidents and other former
Members, is that it is essential to take a
first step toward reform, even while recog-
nizing that further steps will need to be
taken in the years ahead. Thus, as we wrote
last July in The Washington Post (July 18,
1997), Congress ‘‘should not delay action on
those measures that can pass now.” Or, as
former Senator Al Simpson wrote in The
Boston Globe (February 24, 1998), ‘“‘[Banning
soft money] won’t solve all the problems, but
it sure will be a start, and it may even pro-
vide a sensible and responsible foundation on
which many additional thoughtful reforms
can be built. . . .”

And as the statement of more than 200
former members elaborates, ‘““we believe it is
time to test the merits of different or com-
peting ideas through debate and votes, but
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that any disagreement over further reforms
should not delay enactment of essential
measures, beginning with a ban on soft
money, where agreement is within reach.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
here we are again. | think it is appro-
priate to say that campaign finance is
a clinical term for ‘‘constitutional
freedom.”

Make no mistake, the essence of this
debate is indeed freedom—fundamental
first amendment freedom of speech and
association guaranteed to every Amer-
ican, citizen group, candidate, and
party. That is the view of the U.S. Su-
preme Court, the view of the American
Civil Liberties Union, and the view of
most Republicans. Soft money, issue
advocacy, express advocacy, PACs, and
all the rest are nothing more than eu-
phemisms for first-amendment-pro-
tected political speech and association
means of amplifying one’s voice in this
vast Nation of 270 million people.

It is important to remember that
Dan Rather and Peter Jennings have a
lot of speech, and the editorial page of
the New York Times has a big audi-
ence. But the typical American citizen
and the typical candidate, unless he or
she can amass the resources to project
their voices to a larger audience, just
simply doesn’t have as much speech as
the press. So the means to amplify
one’s voice in this vast Nation of 270
million people is critical and constitu-
tionally protected. It is no more com-
plicated than that and no less vital to
our democracy than the freedom of the
press, which has taken a great interest
in this issue.

Just thinking of the New York Times
editorial page, for example, | think
they have had 113 editorials on this
subject since the beginning of 1997.
That is an average of about one every
nine days—issue advocacy, if you will,
paid for by corporate soft money, ex-
pressing their view, which they have a
right to do, on this important issue be-
fore us.

But as we look at this long odyssey
of campaign finance reform, we have
come a long way in the last decade,
those of us who see through the reform
patina—from the push 10 years ago for
taxpayer financing of congressional
campaigns and spending limits, and
even such lunacy as taxpayer-financed
entitlement programs for candidates to
counteract independent expenditures, a
truly bizarre scheme long gone from
the congressional proposals but now
echoed, interestingly enough, in the
campaign reform platform of Presi-
dential candidate Bill Bradley, who ad-
vocates a 100-percent tax—a 100-percent
tax on issue advocacy. So if you were
so audacious as to go out and want to
express yourself on an issue, the Gov-
ernment would levy a 100-percent tax
on your expression and give the money
to whoever the Government thought
was entitled to respond to it—a truly
loony idea.

That was actually in the campaign fi-
nance bills we used to debate in the
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late 1980s and early 1990s and now is in
the platform of one of the candidates
for President of the United States, be-
lieve it or not.

So it was just 2 years ago that spend-
ing limits were thrown overboard from
the McCain-Feingold bill and that the
PAC and bundling bans were thrown
overboard as well. Now the focus be-
comes solely directed at citizens
groups and parties, which is the form
McCain-Feingold took last year. Now,
this month, the McCain-Feingold odys-
sey has arrived at the point that if it
were whittled down any further, only
the effective date would remain. As it
is, McCain-Feingold now amounts to an
effective date on an ineffectual provi-
sion.

Obviously, it is not surprising that
that is my view. But it is also the view
of the League of Women Voters, which
opposes the current version of McCain-
Feingold.

To achieve what proponents of this
legislation profess to want to achieve—
a reduction of special interest influ-
ence—if you want to do that, | think
that is not a good idea at all, it is bla-
tantly unconstitutional and the wrong
thing to do. But if you wanted to do it,
you would certainly have to deal with
all the avenues of participation, not
just political parties. Nonparty soft
money as well as party soft money,
independent expenditures, candidate
spending—all of the gimmicks ad-
vanced through the years in the guise
of reform—all would have to be treat-
ed, if you truly wanted to quiet the
voices of all of these citizens, which is
what the reformers initially sought to
do.

The latest and leanest version of
McCain-Feingold falls far short of that
which would be needed if you were in-
clined to want to do this sort of thing
to limit special interest influence. As
the League of Women Voters con-
tends—mind you, there is the first time
I have ever agreed with them on any-
thing—as they contend, you would
have to treat all of the special inter-
ests if you were truly interested in
quieting the voices of all of these
Americans who belong to groups.

It could not be more clear that this
sort of McCain-Feingold-light that is
currently before us is designed only to
penalize the parties and to shift the in-
fluence to other avenues. That is pre-
cisely what it would do. It could not be
more clear. Prohibiting only party soft
money accomplishes absolutely noth-
ing. It is only fodder for press releases
and would make the present system
worse and not better.

That is quite aside from the matter
of unconstitutionality and whether the
parties have less first amendment
rights to engage in soft money activi-
ties than other groups. If this were to
be enacted, that issue would surely be
settled by the Supreme Court, which is,
of course, the Catch-22 of the reform-
ers. The choice is between the ineffec-
tual unconstitutional and the com-
prehensively unconstitutional. A
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younger generation would call that a
choice between ‘““‘dumb and dumber.”’

For reality ever to square with re-
former rhetoric, the Constitution
would have to be amended and political
speech specifically carved out of the
first amendment scope of protection.

There are those in this body who
have actually proposed amending the
Constitution. We had that debate in
March of 1997. And, believe it or not, 38
Senators out of 100 voted to do just
that—to amend the first amendment
for the first time in 200 years to give
the Government the power to restrict
all spending, and in support of or in op-
position to candidates. The ACLU calls
that a ‘‘recipe for repression.” But that
got 38 votes. You could at least give
those people credit for honesty. They
understand that in order to do what
the reformers seek to do, you really
would have to change the first amend-
ment for the first time in 200 years.

So what the McCain-Feingold saga
comes down to is an effort to have the
Government control all spending by, in
support of, or in opposition to can-
didates, with a little loophole carving
out the media’s own spending, of
course.

That this effort is allowed to be ad-
vanced as reform is one of the tragedies
of our time. Fortunately, enough Sen-
ators on this side of the aisle have had
the courage to forestall this assault on
freedom for the past decade and have
proven by example that there is a con-
stituency for protecting constitutional
freedom.

Let me just say there is an excellent
letter from the American Civil Lib-
erties Union—a group that is an equal
opportunity defender for an awful lot
of Americans but is truly America’s ex-
perts on the first amendment—to me,
which | just got yesterday, which | ask
unanimous consent to be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MiTcH MCCONNELL,
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: The ACLU is
writing to express its opposition to the new,
seemingly watered-down McCain-Feingold
bill. While it is true that the most obvious
direct legislative attacks on issue advocacy
have been removed from this bill, S. 1593 con-
tinues to abridge the First Amendment
rights of those who want to support party
issue advocacy. The soft money restrictions
proposed in S. 1593 are just another, less di-
rect way to restrain issue advocacy and
should therefore be opposed.

CONCERNS ABOUT SOFT MONEY RESTRICTIONS IN
S. 1503

Soft money is funding that does not sup-
port express advocacy of the election or de-
feat of federal candidates, even though it
may exert an attenuated influence on the
outcome of a federal election. In other
words, everything that is not hard money
(express advocacy dollars) is soft money.
Thus, soft money includes party funds and
issue advocacy dollars.

Party soft money sustains primary polit-
ical activity such as candidate recruitment,
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get-out-the-vote drives and issue adver-
tising. While candidate-focused contribu-
tions and expenditures and ‘‘express advo-
cacy’ can be subject to various restrictions
or regulations, the Supreme Court in Buck-
ley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976) held that all
speech which does not “‘in express terms ad-
vocate the election or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate’ shall remain free from
the same regulations that apply to hard
money. ‘“So long as persons and groups es-
chew expenditures that in express terms ad-
vocate the election or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate, they are free to spend
as much as they want to promote the can-
didate and his views.”” 424 U.S. at 45 (empha-
sis supplied).

Indeed, the unrestricted use of soft money
by political parties and non-party organiza-
tions like labor unions has been invited by
Buckley and acknowledged by the Supreme
Court. In Colorado Republican Federal Cam-
paign Committee v. Federal Election Com-
mission, 116 S.Ct. 2309 (1996), the Court
upheld unlimited ‘““hard money”’ independent
expenditures by political parties on behalf of
their candidates.

In Colorado, the Brennan Center provided
the Court extensive charts and graphs detail-
ing large individual and corporate soft
money contributions to the two major par-
ties that they asserted threatened the integ-
rity of the FECA'’s federal contribution re-
strictions. (Brief, p. 8) Notwithstanding this
“’evidence,”” the Court stated:

“We recognize that FECA permits individ-
uals to contribute more money ($20,000) to a
party than to a candidate ($1,000) or to other
political committees ($5,000). . . . We also
recognize that FECA permits unregulated
“‘soft money’ contributions to a party for
certain activities, such as electing can-
didates for state office . . . or for voter reg-
istration and ‘‘get out the vote’ drives. . . .
But the opportunity for corruption posed by
these greater opportunities for contributions
is, at best, attenuated.” Id. at 2316.

Restricting soft money contributions alone
will only force more dollars into other forms
of speech beyond the reach of campaign fi-
nance laws. Soft money restrictions also give
even more power to the media to influence
voters’ choices and to characterize candidate
records. If S. 1593 is adopted, less money will
be available to parties to assert the platform
embraced by candidates and non-candidate
party members. A soft money ban will not
solve the problem that candidates now have,
which is the dearth of hard dollars available
to run competitive campaigns. Because con-
tribution limits have remained unchanged
since the 1970’s it is no wonder that other
avenues (party soft money and issue advo-
cacy soft money) have been exploited to in-
fluence the outcome of elections.

Te goal of the Common Cause-type reform
advocates is to find all sources of money
that may conceivably influence the outcome
of elections and place them under the con-
trol of the Federal Election Commission. It
is not possible within our constitutional
framework to limit and regulate all forms of
political speech. Further, it seems rather ar-
rogant that some members of Congress be-
lieve that the candidates and the press alone
should have unlimited power to characterize
the candidates and their records. The rest of
us must be silent bystanders denied our First
Amendment rights to have our voices ampli-
fied by funding issue and party speech. Dis-
closure, rather than limitation, of large soft
money contributions of political parties, is
the more appropriate and less restrictive al-
ternative.

Rather than assess how the limit driven
approach caused our current campaign fi-
nance woes, we are asked to believe the fic-
tion that the incremental limits approach in
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S. 1593 is the solution. The ACLU is forced to
agree with the League of Women Voters who
wisely withdrew their support for this legis-
lation (albeit for different reasons) and as-
serted, “ . the overall system may actu-
ally be made worse by this bill.”’

CONCERNS ABOUT POTENTIAL AMENDMENTS
Issue advocacy restrictions

Because issue ads generated from party
and non-party sources have provoked the
consternation of many members of Congress
and so-called reform groups, it is likely that
Senators will have the opportunity to vote
on amendments that restrict issue advocacy.
We urge the Senate to reject restrictions on
issue advocacy because they violate the Con-
stitution.

The Supreme Court in Buckley v. Valeo
well understood the risks that overly broad
campaign finance regulations could pose to
electoral democracy. The Court said, ‘“‘[dis-
cussion of public issues and debate on the
qualifications of candidates are integral to
the operation of the system of government
established by our Constitution.” 424 U.S. at
14. The Court recognized that ‘‘the distinc-
tion between discussion of issues and can-
didates and advocacy of election or defeat of
candidates may often dissolve in practical
application. Candidates, especially incum-
bents, are intimately tied to public issues in-
volving legislative proposals and govern-
mental actions. Not only do candidates cam-
paign on the basis of their positions on var-
ious public issues, but campaigns themselves
generate issues of public interest.”” 424 U.S.
at 43. If any discussion of a candidate in the
context of discussion of an issue rendered the
speaker subject to campaign finance con-
trols, the consequences for free discussion
would be intolerable and speakers would be
compelled ‘“to hedge and trim,”” Id., quoting
Thomas v. Collins, 323 U.S. 516, 535 (1945).

The Court fashioned the express advocacy
doctrine to safeguard issue advocacy from
campaign finance controls, even though such
discussion might influence the outcome of an
election. The doctrine provides a hard,
bright-line, objective test that protects po-
litical speech and association by focusing
solely on the content of the speaker’s words,
not the motive in the speaker’s mind or the
impact of the speaker’s opinions, or the
proximity to an election, or the phase of the
moon. The doctrine marks the boundary of
permissible regulation and frees issue advo-
cacy from any permissible restraint.

The Buckley Court could not have been
more clear about the need for that bright
line test which focuses solely on the speak-
er’s words and which is now an integral part
of settled First Amendment doctrine. It was
designed to protect issue discussion and ad-
vocacy by allowing independent groups of
citizens to comment on and criticize the per-
formance of elected officials without becom-
ing ensnared in the federal campaign finance
laws. And it permits issue discussion to go
forward at the time that it is most vital in
a democracy: during an election season.

Although not as sweeping as other pro-
posals, we believe that the Snowe-Jeffords
amendment restricting issue advocacy
should be opposed for the reasons stated
above.

Specific Problems with the Shays-Meehan
Substitute

It is our understanding the Sen. Tom
Daschle (D, SD) and Sen. Robert Torricelli
(D, NJ) will offer the House passed version of
Shays-Meehan, H.R. 417. We urge Senators to
vote against this measure. Shays-Meehan
has a chilling affect on issue group speech
that is essential in a democracy. H.R. 417
contains the harshest and most unconstitu-
tional controls on issue advocacy groups.
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This bill contains a permanent year-round
restriction on issue advocacy achieved
through redefining express advocacy in an
unconstitutionally vague and over-broad
manner. The Supreme Court has held that
only express advocacy, narrowly defined, can
be subject to campaign finance controls. The
key to the existing definition of express ad-
vocacy is the inclusion of an explicit direc-
tive to vote for or vote against a candidate.
Minus the explicit directive or so-called
“bright-line”” test, what will constitute ex-
press advocacy will be in the eye of the be-
holder, in this case the Federal Election
Commission (FEC). Few non-profit issue
groups will want to risk their tax status or
incur legal expenses to engage in speech that
could be interpreted by the FEC to have an
influence on the outcome of an election.

It requires a two-month black-out on all
television and radio issue advertising before
the primary and general elections. The bill’s
statutory limitations on issue advocacy
would force groups that now engage in issue
advocacy—501(c)(3)s and 501(c)(4)s—to create
new institutional entities—PACs—in order
to ““legally” speak within 60 days before an
election. Groups would also be forced to dis-
close or identify all contributors to the new
PAC. For organizations like the ACLU, this
will mean individuals will stop contributing
rather than risk publicity about their gift.
The opportunities that donors now have to
contribute anonymously to our efforts to
highlight issues during elections would be
eliminated. (This is a special concern for
groups that advocate unpopular or divisive
causes. See NAACP v. Alabama 357 U.S.
449(1958).) For many non-profits, being forced
to establish PACs entails a significant and
costly burden, one that can change the very
character of the organization. Separate ac-
counting procedures, new legal compliance
costs and separate administrative processes
would be imposed on these groups—a high
price to exercise their First Amendment
rights to comment on candidate records. It is
very likely that some groups will remain si-
lent rather than risk violating this new re-
quirement or absorbing the attendant cost of
compliance. The only entities that will be
able to characterize a candidate’s record on
radio and television during this 60-day period
will be the candidates, PACs and the media.
Yet, the period when non-PAC issue groups
are locked out is the very time when every-
one is paying attention! Further, members of
Congress need only wait until the last 60
days before an election (as it often does now)
to vote for legislation or engage in con-
troversial behavior, so that their actions are
beyond the reach of public comment and,
therefore, effectively immune from citizen
criticism.

Shays-Meehan contains a misleading ex-
ception for candidate voting records. The
voting records that would be permitted
under this new statute would be stripped of
any advocacy-like commentary. For exam-
ple, depending on its wording, the ACLU
might be banned from distributing a voting
guide that highlights members of Congress
who have a 100 percent ACLU voting records
as members of an “ACLU Honor Role.”” Un-
less the ACLU chose to create a PAC to pub-
lish such guides, we would be barred by this
statute even though we do not expressly ad-
vocate the election or defeat of a candidate.
Courts have clearly held that such a result is
an unacceptable or unconstitutional re-
straint on issue-oriented speech.

It redefines “‘expenditure,” ‘“‘contribution’’
and ‘“‘coordination with a candidate’ so that
heretofore legal and constitutionally pro-
tected activities of issue advocacy groups
would become illegal. Let’s say, for example,
that the ACLU decided to place an ad
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lauding, by name, Representatives or Sen-
ators for the effective advocacy of constitu-
tional campaign finance reform. That ad
would be counted as express advocacy on be-
half of the named Congresspersons under
H.R. 417 and would be effectively prohibited.
If the ACLU checked with key congressional
offices to determine when this reform meas-
ure was coming to the floor so the placement
of the ad would be timely—that would be an
“‘expenditure’ counted as a ‘‘contribution”
to the named officials and it would be
deemed ‘‘coordinated with the candidate.”
An expanded definition of coordination chills
legal and appropriate issue group-candidate
discussion.

If these very same restrictions outlined
above were imposed on the media, we would
have a national First Amendment crisis of
huge proportions. Yet, newspapers such as
the Washington Post, the New York Times,
the Los Angeles Times and other media out-
lets relentlessly editorialize in favor of
Shays-Meehan—a proposal that blatantly
chills free speech rights of others, but not
their own. Let’s suppose Congress con-
strained editorial boards in a similar fash-
ion. Any time news outlets ran an editorial—
60 days before an election or otherwise—
mentioned the name of a candidate, the law
now required them to disclose the author of
the editorial, the amount of money spent to
distribute the editorial and the names of the
owners of the newspaper of the FEC, or risk
prosecution. The media powerhouses would
engage in a frenzy of protest, and you could
count on the ACLU challenging such re-
straints on free speech. Yet, the press has as
much if not more influence on the outcome
of elections as all issue advocacy groups
combined. Some voters are more likely go to
the polls with their newspaper’s candidate
endorsements wrapped under their arm than
carrying other issue group literature into
the voting booth.

The Shays-Meehan bill contains misguided
and unconstitutional restrictions on issue
group speech and only works to further em-
power the media to influence the outcome of
elections. None of the proposals seek to regu-
late the ability of the media—print, elec-
tronic, broadcast or cable—to exercise its
enormous power to direct news coverage and
editorialize in favor or against candidates.
This would be clearly unconstitutional. It is
equally unconstitutional to effectively chill
and eliminate citizen group advocacy. It is
scandalous that Congress would muzzle issue
groups in such a fashion.

Finally, the ACLU has to be especially
watchful of the Federal Elections Commis-
sion because it is a federal agency whose pri-
mary purpose is to monitor political speech.
If Congress gives the FEC the authority to
decide what constitutes ‘‘true’ issue advo-
cacy versus ‘‘sham’ issue advocacy, the FEC
is then empowered to become ““‘Big Brother”’
of the worst Kind. Already, it has been, far
too often, an agency in the business of inves-
tigating and prosecuting political speech.
The FEC would have to develop a huge appa-
ratus that would be in the full-time business
of determining which communications are
considered unlawful “‘electioneering’ by citi-
zens and non-profit groups. Further, Shays-
Meehan contains harsh penalties for failure
to comply with the new laws.

Restrictions on the First Amendment Rights
of Legal Permanent Residents (LPRs)

Lawful permanent residents are stake-
holders in our society. They send their chil-
dren to our schools, pay taxes on their world-
wide income, and like citizens, must register
for the draft and serve if the draft is re-insti-
tuted. In fact, nearly 20,000 lawful permanent
residents now serve voluntarily in the mili-
tary. By no stretch of the imagination is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

their money ‘‘foreign money.” Lawful per-
manent residents must reside in the U.S. or
they forfeit their green cards and right to re-
main. Moreover, the courts have repeatedly
held that non-citizens in the United States
have First Amendment rights, and this
should include the right to make campaign
contributions.

The Shays-Meehan campaign finance bill
was amended to bar campaign contributions
and expenditures from lawful permanent
residents. It virtually guarantees that can-
didates and their campaign organizations
will discriminate against new Americans be-
cause it threatens them with substantial
penalties if they accept a donation they
“should have known’’ came from a non-cit-
izen. We urge you to reject any amendment
to the McCain-Feingold bill that would bar
such contributions.

Internet Political Speech Restrictions

We urge the Senate to support an amend-
ment by Senator Robert Bennett (R, UT)
that would prohibit the FEC from imposing
restrictions on Internet commentary on can-
didates and their positions on issues. At-
tached is an ACLU press release that illus-
trates the draconian nature of FEC restric-
tions on free expression on the Internet.

Our Proposed Solutions

The ACLU believes that there is a less
drastic and constitutionally offensive way to
achieve reform: public financing.

If you believe that the public policy proc-
ess is distorted by candidates’ growing de-
pendence on large contributions then you
should help qualified candidates mount com-
petitive campaigns—especially if they lack
personal wealth or cannot privately raise
large sums of money. Difficult questions
have to be resolved about how to deal with
soft money and independent expenditures.
Some of these outcomes are constrained by
constitutionally based court decisions.

But notwithstanding the nay-sayers who
say public financing is dead on arrival, we
should remember that we once had a system
where private citizens and political parties
printed their own ballots. It later became
clear that to protect the integrity of the
electoral process ballots had to be printed
and paid for by the government. For the
same reason the public treasury pays for vot-
ing machines, polling booths and registrars
and the salaries of elected officials. In con-
clusion, we take it as a fundamental premise
that elections are a public not a private
process—a process at the very heart of de-
mocracy. If we are fed up with a system that
allows too much private influence and per-
sonal and corporate wealth to prevail then
we should complete the task by making pub-
lic elections publicly financed.

Sincerely
LAURA W. MURPHY,

Director, Washington

Office.
JOEL GORA,

Professor of Law,
Brooklyn Law
School and Counsel
to the ACLU.

GREGORY NOJEIM,

Legislative Counsel.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me read some
of the letter.

The AFL-CIO is writing to express its op-
position to the new seemingly watered down
McCain-Feingold bill. While it is true that
the most obvious direct legislative attacks
on issue advocacy have been removed from
the bill, S. 1593 continues to abridge the first
amendment rights of those who want to sup-
port party issue advocacy. The soft money
restrictions proposed in S. 1593 are just an-
other less direct way to restrain issue advo-
cacy and therefore should be opposed.
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I think that, plus the balance of the
letter, sums up the constitutional ar-
guments against the latest version of
McCain-Feingold.

Earlier it had been my hope there
would be an amendment offered by the
other side. Seeing that is not the case,
I am prepared to move forward and lay
down the first amendment of this de-
bate in which we are engaged.

AMENDMENT NO. 2203
(Purpose: To require Senators to report cred-
ible information of corruption to the Se-
lect Committee on Ethics and amend title

18, United States Code, to provide for man-

datory minimum bribery penalties for pub-

lic officials)

Mr. McCONNELL. | send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-

NELL] proposes an amendment numbered
2293.

Mr. McCONNELL. | ask unanimous
consent reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. REQUIRING SENATORS TO REPORT

CREDIBLE INFORMATION OF COR-
RUPTION.

The Standing Rules of the Senate are
amended by adding at the end the following:
“RULE XLIV
““REQUIRING SENATORS TO REPORT CREDIBLE
INFORMATION OF CORRUPTION

“(a) A Senator shall report to the Select
Committee on Ethics any credible informa-
tion available to him or her that indicates
that any Senator may have—

““(1) violated the Senate Code of Office Con-
duct;

““(2) violated a law; or

““(3) violated any rule or regulation of the
Senate relating to the conduct of individuals
in the performance of their duties as Sen-
ators.

“(b) Information may be reported under
subsection (a) to the Chairman, the Vice
Chairman, a Committee member, or the staff
director of the Select Committee on Eth-
ics.”.

SEC. ___. BRIBERY PENALTIES FOR PUBLIC OF-
FICIALS.

Section 201(b) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end the following: ‘, except that,
with respect to a person who violates para-
graph (2), the amount of the fine under this
subsection shall be not less than $100,000, the
term of imprisonment shall be not less than
1 year, and such person shall be disqualified
from holding any office of honor, trust, or
profit under the United States’’.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin is here. We
want to talk a little bit in the course
of this debate on the amendment that
I sent to the desk about the issue of
corruption. There have been a lot of
charges of corruption both on and off
the floor. | think these are very serious
charges and | think they warrant some
discussion, not only for our colleagues
but for the members of the public who
are interested in this issue.
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My colleague from Arizona gave a
moving speech in Bedford, NH, a few
months ago to kick off his Presidential
campaign. In that speech, my friend
from Arizona laid out his vision of
America with strong, and | must say,
compelling statements about what he
firmly believes to be corruption in
American politics. If there is one thing
that is often said about our colleague
from Arizona, it is that he is a straight
shooter and that he calls it as he sees
it. | certainly wouldn’t argue with
that.

Based on the Senator’s speech in New
Hampshire and his remarks about his
legislation, | assume | am correct in in-
ferring that the Senator from Arizona
believes the legislative process has
been corrupted. | think he said that in
the Wall Street Journal today. | don’t
believe | am misquoting him. | hope |
am not. | see his staffer on the floor. |
don’t want to be talking about your
boss in his absence, and | hope | am not
misquoting him. | certainly hope he
will come back to the floor for this de-
bate.

What I will do is run through a few of
the recent statements of the Senator
from Arizona about corruption to be
sure that the Senate fully understands
his strongly held views on this subject.

Again, | encourage my friend from
Arizona to come back to the floor be-
cause | certainly don’t want to be talk-
ing about him in his absence, although
I will say these quotes are quite precise
and | assure him that I am not mis-
quoting his observations in any way.

The Senator from Arizona, in dis-
cussing the subject of campaign fi-
nance reform in Bedford, NH, on June
30 of this year said:

I think most Republicans understand that
soft money, the enormous sums of money
given to both parties by just about every
special interest in the country, corrupts our
political ideals, whether it comes from big
business or from labor bosses and trial law-
yers.

Quoting further from my friend from
Arizona, he says:

In truth, we are all shortchanged by soft
money, liberal and conservative alike. All of
our ideals are sacrificed. We are all cor-
rupted. | know this is a harsh judgment,
[says Senator McCAIN] but it is, I’'m sorry to
say, a fair one.

So the principal quote from my
friend from Arizona is that ‘“We are all
corrupted.”

He goes on to say:

Pork barrel spending is a direct result of
unlimited contributions from special inter-
ests.

My friend from Arizona, also on CNN
Early Edition, July 1 of this year, said:

We have seen debasement of the institu-
tions of government, including the corrup-
tion of Congress because of the influence of
special interests.

Further, my friend from Arizona
said:

Soft money is corrupting the process.

Then on Fox News, Sunday, on June
27 of this year, my friend from Arizona
said:
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| talked to Republicans all over America,
including up here in New Hampshire, and
when | tell them about the corruption that
exists they nod their heads.

My friend from Arizona goes on:

I think that Americans don’t hold us in the
esteem and with the respect that the profes-
sion deserves and that’s because the profes-
sion has become permeated with special in-
terests, which have caused corruption, which
have then caused them to lose confidence in
government.

And the Senator from Arizona went
on:

I’'m trying to eliminate the soft money
which has corrupted our legislative process,
and | think soft money has permeated Amer-
ican politics. It has corrupted the process
and it has to be eliminated.

And then in New Hampshire on July
3:

Young people think politicians are corrupt.
Know what? We are [said the Senator from
Arizona] all corrupt.

Then on This Week on ABC, October
3, 1999, George Will said to the Senator
from Arizona:

Have you ever been or can you name a Re-
publican who has ever been corrupted by the
Republican National Committee?

The Senator from Arizona said:

Not by the Republican National Com-
mittee, but all of us have been corrupted by
the process where big money and big influ-
ence—and you can include me in the list
where big money has bought access which
has bought influence. Anybody who glances
at the so-called 1996 Telecommunications
Reform Act and then looks at the results—
which is an increase in cable rates, phone
rates, mergers, and lack of competition—
clearly knows that the special interests are
protected in Washington at the public. And
the public interest is submerged.

George Will said:

This is soft money to parties, that itself
leads to corruption of Republicans?

And the Senator from Arizona says:

Of course it does, George, and you work
there and you see it.

Now my colleague from Arizona, on
the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
said:

During hearings for the 1996 Telecommuni-
cations Act, every company affected by the
legislation had purchased a seat at the table
with soft money.

Now that was in a Bedford, NH,
speech of June 30 of this year.

Referring now to the web site of my
colleague from Arizona, there are
charts that list accusations and lists of
projects. Let me quote from the web
site:

In the last several years while Republicans
have controlled Congress, special interest
earmarks in appropriations bills have dra-
matically increased. The rise in pork barrel
spending is directly related to the rise of soft
money, as Republicans and Democrats
scramble to reward major donors to our cam-
paigns.

Straight from the web site, “It’s
Your Country.” And then there are
projects listed as examples of projects
presumably inserted into bills as a re-
sult of soft money contributions.

There is $26 million to compensate
fishermen, fish processors, and fishing
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crews negatively affected by restric-
tions on fishing in Glacier Bay Na-
tional Park, and $70 million for expand-
ing a livestock assistance program to
include reindeer, both those projects in
Alaska, projects which—I assume the
allegation is—were inserted in a bill as
a result of a soft money contribution,
which, as we all know, can only go to
political parties.

In the State of Utah, the site lists
$2.2 million for sewer infrastructure as-
sociated with the 2002 winter games in
Utah as an example of an appropria-
tions insertion, presumably as a result
of some soft money contribution to a
political party.

Then it lists the State of Wash-
ington, $1.3 million for the WTO Min-
isterial Meeting in Seattle, WA, and an
exemption for the Crown Jewel Mine,
in Washington, to deposit mining waste
on land adjacent to the mine.

Further, on September 26, 1999, the
Daily Outrage from the web site says:

The largest producer of ethanol, Archer-
Daniels-Midland Corporation, who gave lav-
ishly to both political parties—for their con-
tribution, ADM recently received an exten-
sion of ethanol subsidies totaling $75 million.
It also suggested that ADM also benefits
from sugar support programs that keep the
price of corn syrup artificially high. This
sweetheart deal gets ADM another $200 mil-
lion a year.

Then today in the Wall Street Jour-
nal, the Senator from Arizona says:

In the past several years, while Repub-
licans controlled Congress, earmarks in ap-
propriations bills have dramatically in-
creased. The reason for this pork barrel
spending is that Republicans and Democrats
are scrambling to reward major donors to
their campaigns.

The Senator from Arizona, | see, is
on the floor. | am just interested in en-
gaging in some discussion here about
what specifically—which specific Sen-
ators he believes have been engaged in
corruption.

I know he said from time to time the
process is corrupted. But | think it is
important to note, for there to be cor-
ruption, someone must be corrupt.
Someone must be corrupt for there to
be corruption.

So | just ask my friend from Arizona
what he has in mind here, in sug-
gesting that corruption is permeating
our body and listing these projects for
the benefit of several States as exam-
ples.

Mr. McCAIN. Does the Senator yield
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Recently there was a
book written by Elizabeth Drew called
“The Corruption of American Poli-
tics.”” 1 commend it to the reading of
the Senator from Kentucky. In chapter
4 titled “The Money Culture,” she
says:

Indisputably, the greatest change in Wash-
ington over the past twenty-five years—in
its culture, in the way it does business, and
the ever-burgeoning amount of business
transactions that go on here—has been in the
preoccupation with money.
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Striving for and obtaining money has be-
come the predominant activity—and not just
in electoral politics—and its effects are per-
nicious. The culture of money dominates
Washington as never before; money now ri-
vals or even exceeds power as the preeminent
goal. It affects the issues raised and their
outcome; it has changed employment pat-
terns in Washington; it has transformed poli-
tics; and it has subverted values. It has led
good people to do things that are morally
questionable, if not reprehensible. It has cut
a deep gash, if not inflicted a mortal wound,
in the concept of public service.

That is basically what Elizabeth
Drew, who has been around this town
for many years, said in her book. She
states:

Private interests have tried to influence
legislative and administrative outcomes
through the use of money for a long time.
The great Daniel Webster was on retainer
from the Bank of the United States and at
the same time was one of its greatest defend-
ers in the Congress. But never before in the
modern age has political money played the
pervasive role that it does now. By compari-
son, the Watergate period seems almost
quaint.

There was a time when people came to
Washington out of a spirit of public service
and idealism. Engendering this spirit was
one of John F. Kennedy’s most important
contributions. Then Richard Nixon, picking
up from George Wallace, and then Ronald
Reagan, in particular, derided ‘‘federal bu-
reaucrats.”” The spirit of public service was
stepped on, but not entirely extinguished.

But more than ever, Washington has be-
come a place where people come or remain in
order to benefit financially from their gov-
ernment service. (A similar thing could be
said of journalists—and nonjournalists fresh
out of government service—who package
themselves as writers, television performers,
and highly paid speakers at conventions.)

I have for many years had a set of
criteria indicating that which | have
said we cannot, should not, abide. Per-
haps a lot of it is because | am a mem-
ber of authorizing committees. | took
the floor here just a couple of hours
ago to talk about $6.4 billion that was
added to the Defense appropriations
bill. 1 will have to get the statement
again to refresh myself with the spe-
cific numbers, but $92 million was for
military construction projects which
had not been authorized—no hearing,
nothing whatsoever that had to do with
the authorizing followed by the appro-
priating process.

I worked with a number of organiza-
tions: Citizens Against Government
Waste, Citizens For A Sound Economy,
and other organizations in Washington
that are watchdog organizations. We
developed a set of criteria. Those cri-
teria have to do with: Whether it was
requested in the President’s budget,
whether there was an authorization,
whether there was a hearing, et cetera.
There are a number. They are on their
way over, the criteria | have used for
many years.

Because when you bypass the author-
izing and appropriating process, you
obviously do not, No. 1, abide by the
prescribed way we are supposed to do
business around here; but then it opens
up to improper procedures.

We have 12,000 enlisted families on
food stamps. Yet we will spend $92 mil-
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lion, and other funds, on programs that
the Secretary of Defense says specifi-
cally are not of the priority on which
to be spending money:

I have said for 10 years | have reviewed an-
nual appropriations bills to determine
whether they contain items that are low pri-
ority, unnecessary, or wasteful spending. In
this process | have used five objective cri-
teria to identify programs and projects that
have not been appropriately reviewed in the
normal merit-based prioritization process.

These criteria are: Unauthorized appro-
priations, unrequested locality-specific ear-
marks, research-facility-specific earmarks,
and other earmarks that would circumvent
the formal competitive award process, budg-
et add-ons that would be subject to a budget
point of order, transfer or disposal of Federal
property or items under terms that cir-
cumvent existing law, and new items that
were added in conference that were never
considered in either bill in either House.

The web site goes on to say:

Senator McCAIN’s criteria are not intended
to reflect a judgment on the merits of an
item. They are designed to identify projects
that have not been considered in an appro-
priate merit-based prioritization process.

I do not intend to let this debate,
which is about banning soft money, get
into some kind of personal discussion
here. |1 simply will not do it, except to
say that Elizabeth Drew has it right.
Many other people who judge this town
have it right. The fact is, there is a
pernicious effect of money on the legis-
lative process.

I refuse to, and would not in any way,
say that any individual or person is
guilty of corruption in a specific way,
nor identify them, because that would
defeat—

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. McCAIN. | would like to finish.

That would defeat the purpose be-
cause, as | have said many times be-
fore, this system makes good people do
bad things. It makes good people do
bad things. That is to go around the
process which is prescribed for the Sen-
ate—the Congress of the United
States—to operate under.

When | go to San Diego and | meet
enlisted people who are on active duty
who are required to stand in line for
food, for charity, and we are spending
money on projects and programs that
are unwarranted, unnecessary, and un-
authorized, | will tell my friend from
Kentucky, | get angry.

I do not know much about the back-
ground of the Senator from Kentucky
or his priorities, but | have mine. One
is that | am not going to stand by with-
out getting very upset when young
Americans who are serving this coun-
try are on food stamps while we are
wasting $6.4 billion in pork barrel
projects.

All | can say to the Senator from
Kentucky, if he wants to engage in this
kind of debate, | think it will be a
waste of our 5 days of time. But | be-
lieve, as Elizabeth Drew has said, this
system is wrong, it needs to be fixed,
and the influence of special interests
has a pernicious effect on the legisla-
tive process.
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The Senator from Kentucky is enti-
tled to his view that he does not agree
with that, or obviously the Senator
from Utah. That is my considered opin-
ion. But | will state to the Senator
from Kentucky now, I am not in the
business of identifying individuals or
attacking individuals. | am attacking a
system. | am attacking a system that
has to be fixed and that has caused 69
percent of young Americans between 18
and 35 to say they are disconnected
from their Government, that caused in
the 1998 election the lowest voter turn-
out in history of 18- to 26-year-olds.
Those 18- to 26-year-olds were asked:
Why didn’t you vote? And they said
they believe we do not represent them
anymore, because they have lost con-
fidence. They say they will not run for
public office, that they believe we are
corrupt.

It is the appearance of corruption
that is causing young Americans to di-
vorce themselves from the political
process, refuse to run for public office,
and there is poll after poll and data
that will so reflect.

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. McCAIN. | will be glad to yield
for question.

Mr. MCCONNELL. By the way, | only
quoted the Senator’s comments and ev-
erything was quoted accurately. |
raised the Senator’s own words in the
debate, words he has used as a jus-
tification for this bill that is currently
before us.

| ask the Senator from Arizona, how
can it be corruption if no one is cor-
rupt? That is like saying the gang is
corrupt but none of the gangsters are.
If there is corruption, someone must be
corrupt.

On the Senator’s web site, he names
some projects that he specifically says
are in these bills as a result of soft
money contributions which, of course,
as we all know, cannot be received by
anybody who votes anyway; they are
given to a party.

| repeat my question to the Senator
from Arizona: Who is corrupt?

Mr. McCAIN. First of all, | have al-
ready responded to the Senator that I
will not get into people’s names. | will,
indeed, repeat, again, to the Senator
from the web site from which he is
quoting. Here it is:

For 10 years, Senator McCAIN has reviewed
the annual appropriations bills to determine
whether they contain items that are low pri-
ority, unnecessary, or wasteful spending. In
this process, he has used five objective cri-
teria.

And | go on to list them. That is
why——

Mr. McCONNELL. Does that equal
corruption though?

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator from
Kentucky will not accept that answer,
there is no point in me continuing to
answer. | have already answered.

Mr. McCCONNELL. | heard the an-
swer, but the answer, | gather, deleted
the word ‘‘corruption.”” The suggestion
is that these were inserted as a result
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of some corrupt act by someone; is that
right?

Mr. McCAIN. No, that is not right. It
is a system. It is a system that has vio-
lated the process and has therefore
caused the American people to lose
confidence and trust in the Govern-
ment.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator
agrees ‘‘corruption’” may not be appro-
priate. If there is no individual he can
name who is corrupt, then ‘‘corrup-
tion” may not be the appropriate word;
would the Senator agree?

Mr. McCAIN. | would not, | say to
the Senator from Kentucky. He is enti-
tled to his views, his opinions, and his
conclusions. | am entitled to mine.

Mr. McCONNELL. | see the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. | ask if the Senator
from Arizona will yield further for a
question?

Mr. McCAIN. Yes, | will be glad to.

Mr. BENNETT. | am holding a copy
of the web site in which the Senator
from Arizona is quoted as follows:

In the last several years, while Repub-
licans controlled Congress, special interest
earmarks in appropriations bills have dra-
matically increased. The rise in pork barrel
spending is directly related to the rise of soft
money, as Republicans and Democrats
scramble to reward major donors to our cam-
paigns.

Immediately adjacent to that state-
ment, as an example which “will give
you an idea of what laced this most re-
cent trichinosis attack,’” again a direct
quote from the web site:

.. . $2.2 million for sewer infrastructure
needs associated with the 2002 Winter Olym-
pics in Utah.

I plead guilty. I am the Senator who
approached the Appropriations Com-
mittee to ask for that earmark.

| ask the Senator from Arizona if he
can identify for me from the words he
has used in the web site, ‘““the rise of
soft money’” that came to me that
caused me to approach the Appropria-
tions Committee to ask for that
money; specifically, | am going to ask
the Senator from Arizona to identify
the source of the money, the amount of
the money, the recipient of the money
that produced that which he describes
on his web site as a direct result of,
presumably, the money that was re-
ceived.

Mr. McCAIN. | will be glad to respond
to the Senator from Utah. In Sep-
tember 19, 1997, 1 wrote a letter to the
Senator from Utah. | never received an
answer. A year later, | came to the
Senator from Utah and handed him a
copy of the letter. The Senator from
Utah never answered.

Let me read parts from the letter to
the Senator from Utah to remind him
because he never answered the letter:

September 19, 1997, Honorable Robert F.
Bennett, United States Senate, Washington,
DC.

Dear Bob: I am writing about the recent ef-
forts to add funds to appropriations measure
for the 2002 Winter Olympics in Salt Lake
City. By my count, the Senate has approved
earmarks in three of the appropriations bills,
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earmarking $14.8 million for next year alone
to fund various activities related to planning
and preparation for the Utah Olympics.
These funds were not included in the FY 1998
budget request, and many were not consid-
ered during the Appropriations Committee’s
review of the bills.

Bob, you are aware of my long history of
opposing location-specific earmarks of tax-
payer dollars. We discussed several of these
amendments when they were offered, and |
explained why | was particularly opposed to
earmarking funds for the Olympics.

I have to say that | am disappointed with
the approach being taken to earmark fund-
ing for the Utah Olympics. In light of the Re-
publicans’ long-fought efforts to balance the
budget and provide relief to American tax-
payers, and with all of the concerns about
lack of federal resources to ensure that our
children and less fortunate citizens are not
unduly harmed as we reduce government
spending, | am surprised that you would ear-
mark millions of dollars for a sporting event.
And | fear this is just the beginning—

And those fears in 1997 were well jus-
tified.

—if the experience of the Atlanta Olympics
is any indication.

Of course, | understand your desire, and
that of your constituents, to ensure that
transportation, security, communications,
and other support for the 2002 Olympics is
completed in an efficient and cost-effective
manner. However, | find it disturbing that
adding money for the Olympics would be
your highest priority, at least according to
your staff.

Randomly adding millions of dollars to the
appropriations bills, without benefit of ap-
propriate Administration or Congressional
review, is not the way business is done in the
Senate, nor is it an appropriate way to en-
sure we spend the taxpayers’ dollars wisely.
That is why | have opposed unauthorized and
location-specific earmarks in an appropria-
tions bill, whether for the Olympics or for
any other defense or domestic expenditure.

If this process, to which | am unalterably
opposed, continues and these funds do not go
through the normal authorizing and appro-
priating process, then | will have to use
whatever parliamentary means are available
to me to prevent further unauthorized ex-
penditures of taxpayer dollars, for whatever
purposes.

Again, Bob, | recognize that proper prepa-
ration for the Olympics is vital to the suc-
cess of the games. It seems to me, though,
that the best course of action would be to re-
quire the U.S. Olympic Committee, in co-
ordination with the Administration and Con-
gress, to prepare and submit a comprehen-
sive plan detailing, in particular, the funding
anticipated to be required from the tax-
payers for this event. As you may know, the
Commerce Committee, which I chair, has ju-
risdiction over the activities of the U.S.
Olympic Committee. | am willing to work
with you, the Administration, and the Olym-
pic Committee to devise such a plan, and |
will hold hearings in the Committee as expe-
ditiously as possible to review the plan and
provide appropriate authorization for appro-
priations in support of an approved plan.

Please call me so that we can start work
immediately to establish some predictability
and rationality in the process of preparing
for Olympics events in our country.

Sincerely,
JOHN MCcCAIN.

That was written to you in Sep-
tember of 1997, a little over 2 years ago.
Since | received no response whatso-
ever, a year later 1 handed you a copy
of this letter asking for a response. |
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know how busy you are, but | never got
an answer.

But what | did see was exactly what
I was warning about in 1997; that is,
these unauthorized, unappropriated
moneys going into an enterprise—
which since then we have found out has
maybe had some other problems associ-
ated with it, which my committee is
going to have hearings about.

So my answer to you, sir, is that
even in light of the fact that | wrote
you a letter and then personally hand-
ed you a copy and beseeched you to go
through the normal process of author-
ization and appropriation as prescribed
by the rules of the Congress of the
United States, you refused to do so;
therefore, | identified it on my web site
as not meeting the criteria that | men-
tioned before.

Now, | will repeat again what Eliza-
beth Drew wrote in her book that this
process of money has done great dam-
age to all of us and has had a per-
nicious and corrupting effect on the
process.

But for you to say that this clearly
unauthorized, unacceptable procedure,
at least as far as my taxpayers are con-
cerned, because the people of Arizona
would at least like to have a hearing
before their tax dollars go to the State
of Utah—this is, in my view, something
that we have to obviously fix.

I do not know if we will ever stop
this practice of earmarking and pork
barreling, but | will never stop resist-
ing it. And | will never stop trying to
see that the taxpayers of America re-
ceive an open and fair hearing before—
I have forgotten. We will total it up for
the RECORD later on how much you
stuffed into the appropriations bills
without a single hearing. We will total
it up. In fact, | think it was—oh, yes,
the GAO estimates that the Federal
funding and support plan for the 2002
Olympics and Paralympics in Salt
Lake City totals more than $1.9 billion
in Federal funding.

I am on the oversight committee. We
have never had a hearing on that over-
sight because it has never been re-
quested. It has been stuffed into an ap-
propriations bill, sometimes even in a
conference report. 1 would think that
the Senator from Utah might think
that is not a good way to do business in
the Congress of the United States, and
it then gives rise—then gives rise—to
the suspicion that young Americans
have about the way we do business and
whether they are well represented.

I go to schools in Arizona. | say to
the schoolchildren, Do you know that
$1.9 billion of your money and your
parents’ money is going to support the
2002 Olympics and Paralympics, with-
out a hearing, without a decision as to
whether it is needed or not, without
any kind of scrutiny; that there is a
Senator who goes through the appro-
priations process, puts it in an appro-
priations bill, and it is a line item that
we read about?

Then maybe you can understand a
little better why there is this sus-
picion, | would say to the Senator from
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Utah. In fact, | would hope the Senator
from Utah would, as a result of this
dialogue, understand why people to
whom 1| talk all over America are so
upset about the way we are doing busi-
ness here in Washington.

Mr. BENNETT. May | respond?

Mr. McCAIN. | yield the floor.

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. At some future point,
Mr. President, | shall be happy to de-
bate the appropriateness of Olympic
appropriations with the Senator from
Arizona. That was not my question.

The Senator from Arizona has not
answered my question. And Elizabeth
Drew is not capable of answering my
question because Elizabeth Drew did
not make the accusation.

The accusation is made on the web
site ““It’s YOUR Country.com’: ““The
rise in pork barrel spending is directly
related to the rise of soft money.”” And
one example of that is the $2.2 million
appropriation for sewer and infrastruc-
ture associated with the Winter Olym-
pics.

My question to the Senator from Ari-
zona was—and remains—not, is the ap-
propriation for the Olympics appro-
priate or not? My question for the Sen-
ator from Arizona is, who gave the soft
money? How much was it? And where
did it go that resulted in my actions
being taken?

Now, let me point out that it is pos-
sible to answer those questions with re-
spect to corruption. | sat as a member
of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee that examined what happened
in the 1996 election.

I will give you three examples that |
want to apply to this context. Then if
the Senator from Arizona will give me
an answer, | will yield to him for an
answer to my question.

Example No. 1: Who gave the money?
is the question. The answer is: Roger
Tamraz, a fugitive from justice from
many countries in the world.

Second question: How much? $300,000.

Third question: To whom? The Demo-
cratic National Committee.

Fourth question: What did he get for
it? The answer is he got invited to the
White House, a dinner with the Presi-
dent and a conversation with the Presi-
dent, that which is facetiously referred
to as ‘‘face time,”” despite the fact that
the National Security Council told the
White House that Roger Tamraz should
not be allowed in the White House be-
cause of his background.

There are the four elements: Who
gave the money? How much was it?
Where did it go? And what was the quid
pro quo? All four are identifiable. |
would be willing to say that con-
stitutes corruption.

Roger Tamraz gave $300,000 to the
Democratic National Committee to
earn entry into the White House and
“face time” with the President, in
spite of the warning by the National
Security Council that he should not do
that.
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Example No. 2. The Riady family.
Who gave the money? The Riady fam-
ily. They were the largest single con-
tributor to the Clinton campaign in the
1992 election. How much? | don’t have
that total. It was in the millions. To
whom was it given? Soft money. It
went to the Democratic National Com-
mittee.

What was the quid pro quo? The quid
pro quo was the placing of John Huang
in the Commerce Department where he
could become, in the words of the
Riadys—of James Riady—‘‘My man in
the U.S. Government.”

There are the four elements: Who
gave the money? The Riadys. How
much was it? In the millions. Where
did it go? The Democratic National
Committee. And what did they get? An
appointment of their individual buried
inside the administration.

No. 3, not quite as clear, but nonethe-
less the four elements are there. The
Indian tribe that was approached by
the Democratic National Committee,

an Indian tribe that was one of the
most impoverished in the United
States.

What did they want? They wanted
the return of what they considered to
be ancestral lands. They were told, if
they gave hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars to the Democratic National Com-
mittee, they would receive the lands
that had been taken away from them
decades prior. They raised the money.

Where did the money come from? It
came from the Indian tribes. How much
was it? It was in the hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars. Where did it go? It
went to the Democratic National Com-
mittee. What did they get for it? In
fact, they got nothing because the ad-
ministration was unable to return the
lands. That was the case of a scam, in
my opinion, that is corrupt.

So | come back to this question to
the Senator from Arizona, or anyone
else who can answer it: With respect to
the $2 million that was appropriated
for sewer infrastructure in Utah, |
want to know, who gave the money?
How much was it? Where did it go? And
where was the quid pro quo that | de-
livered on?

I am unaware of any money that was
given by anybody in any amounts that
influenced my action here. But | have
been accused on a web site, for the en-
tire world to see, of caving into soft
money. | have been accused of being
corrupt. | have been accused of doing
something in this body solely be-
cause—and | quote—*“The rise in pork
barrel spending is directly related to
the rise of soft money.”” As | say, | will
engage in a debate over the wisdom of
Federal support for the Olympics in an-
other time and in another venue. The
issue has nothing to do with that ques-
tion. The issue is whether or not a
Member of the Senate, when he is ac-
cused of corruption, has a right to
know the details of the corruption;
whether a Member of the Senate has
the right to know, when his young peo-
ple are told by one of his colleagues
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that he is corrupt and, therefore, the
young people in his State may be dis-
couraged from running for public office
or may feel ill about the system, be-
cause they are told their Senator is
corrupt, he has the right to know the
details of that corruption accusation. |
believe that is a fundamental right of
every Member of this body.

I am asking the Senator from Ari-
zona to answer those questions: Who
gave the money? How much was it?
Where did it go? How did it affect my
actions with respect to the Appropria-
tions Committee?

| am prepared to yield to the Senator
from Arizona for an answer to that, if
he wants to do it now, or | will give
him a chance to research it, if he pre-
fers. It has nothing to do, in my view,
with Elizabeth Drew or with actions
within the Appropriations Committee
so much as it has to do with the accu-
sation that has been made about me
personally, to which | take personal of-
fense.

Mr. McCCONNELL. If the Senator will
yield for one observation before Sen-
ator MCcCAIN responds, Senate rule
XLIIl seems to be the rule that applies
here. It says: The decision to provide
assistance may not be made on the
basis of contributions or services, or on
promises of contributions or services,
to the Member’s political campaigns or
to other organizations in which the
Member has a political, personal, or fi-
nancial interest. That is Senate rule
XLIIl relating to constituent service,
which appears to be the applicable Sen-
ate rule in this situation.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | am
prepared to yield to the Senator from
Arizona to respond if he wishes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator
from Utah yield for a question?

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. | thank the Senator
from Utah for yielding and | under-
stand his anger and anguish about this
specific allegation. 1 do not wish to
comment on the details other than to
say | have complete respect for the in-
tegrity of the Senator from Utah and
have witnessed it in my time here.

My question is this: Given all of the
examples he has mentioned, some of
which he thinks are conclusive cases—
first | think it was three, and then he
said the fourth was maybe a little less
conclusive

Mr. BENNETT. Two and then three.

Mr. SCHUMER. Excuse me. The two
he said were conclusive and the third
possibly conclusive. The allegations
that he feels, at least in my judgment,
correctly, wounded about, don’t all of
these questions and particularly the
cases that the Senator has laid out—
and I am not commenting on whether |
agree with his cause and effect—make
as strong a case as we have seen for
passing some campaign finance reform?
Doesn’t it importune the gentleman
from Utah, and so many others in this
Chamber, that we pass something be-
cause all of these allegations fly
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around? And in fairness to the Senator
from Arizona, when | heard his re-
sponse, he was talking about appear-
ances as opposed to realities, but ap-
pearances that are damaging to the
body politic, whether there is reality
or not.

My question to the good Senator
from Utah is, once again, don’t the in-
stances that he has outlined, the ones
not referring to himself but the ones he
believes fervently about the Demo-
cratic National Committee, motivate
him to fight very hard that we pass
something, not allow a filibuster to
prevent us from passing it, and do
something good for campaign finance
reform? It seems to me the logic is sort
of inexorable, as inexorable as the logic
of the Senator’s piercing questions
about his specific case.

I thank the Senator for yielding and
ask him to respond.

Mr. BENNETT. | am happy to re-
spond. If 1 were convinced the legisla-
tion before us would achieve the result
that is claimed for it, 1 would vote for
it happily. My concern with the legisla-
tion before us is that it, in fact, would
make things worse rather than better.
We can discuss that and those details
at an appropriate point in the debate.

I don’t want to dodge it because I
think the point the Senator from New
York is making is a legitimate one,
and his logic is, indeed, inexorable. The
one hole | see in it is his assumption
that this bill before us would work. My
conviction, after reading it carefully,
is that it not only would not work but
would do serious damage to our first
amendment rights.

I come back to the fundamental ques-
tion we are dealing with in terms of
the spirit of this debate and the spirit
in which it is cast. This debate is being
cast in the national press and over the
Internet and, indeed, in the Presi-
dential campaign as a debate between
the incorrupt and the corrupt. I have
been labeled as being on the side of the
corrupt, and | don’t like it.

If 1 am, I want to be identified in
such a way that makes it clear that |
am, instead of in a broad brush kind of
way. One of the things we all try to
avoid is tarring people with broad
brushes. This is not a broad brush. This
is a specific charge that then is drawn
over into the broad brush of “‘we are all
corrupt.” | want to know from whom
did the money come, how much was it,
and to what organization did it go that
caused me to take the action | took.

In the absence of being able to
produce those statistics, | think the
charge that | am corrupt should be
withdrawn. That is what | am saying.
That is what | am going to continue to
say as a matter of personal privilege
until we get this thing resolved. It has
nothing whatever to do with the merits
or demerits of funding for the Olympics
on the Federal level. It is a question of
my position, of personal integrity,
that, in my view, has been impugned
on a web site available to the entire
country.
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Mr. McCAIN. Does the Senator yield
the floor?

Mr. BENNETT. | will yield for a re-
sponse to my question. If it means
yielding the floor, I am happy to yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. I don’t want to
keep the Senator from Arizona from re-
sponding, if he is ready to.

Mr. McCAIN. | would like the floor to
respond.

Mr. MCCONNELL. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, first of
all, the Senator is incorrect. | did not
accuse him of being corrupt. No apol-
ogy or withdrawal is warranted.

Secondly, the Senator engaged in a
continuous practice of violating the
rules of the Senate, which require au-
thorization and then appropriation, for
several years now. | hope that the Sen-
ator, as a product of this debate, will
seek an authorization for the $1.9 bil-
lion which the GAO has identified as
going to the Olympics. The Olympics
have had a lot of problems in addition
to that. | hope the Senator will address
those as well.

The third point is, indeed, banks and
securities gave $14 million in soft
money. They got, in the last tax cut,
$38 billion in tax breaks.

Restaurants and hotels gave $3 mil-
lion in soft money; they got $14 billion
in tax breaks.

The oil and gas industry gave $19 mil-
lion in soft money; they got $5 billion
in tax breaks.

Between 1991 and 1997, the chemical,
iron, and steel manufacturing indus-
tries gave $22.2 million in soft money
to the political parties. The 1999 tax
bill included a provision to eliminate
the alternative minimum tax, which
will allow these industries to com-
pletely eliminate their tax liability in
any one year. If the bill had not been
vetoed, this single change would have
saved these industries $7.9 billion over
an 8-year period or almost $1 billion a
year.

Over the last decade, the oil industry
has given $22 million in soft money do-
nations to the political parties. What
did they get? The 1999 tax bill included
a provision to remove the current limit
of 35 percent on Federal tax credits
that oil companies can take for taxes
they pay to foreign countries. If the
bill had not been vetoed, the provision
would have allowed oil companies to
take much larger credits against their
tax liability, saving them $800 million
a year; return on investment, 3,600 per-
cent.

Between 1995 and 1998, the restaurant
and hotel industry gave $4.3 million in
soft money to the political parties.

The 1999 tax bill included a provision
to increase tax deductibility of busi-
ness meals to 60 percent, although the
industry wanted 100 percent. If the bill
had not been vetoed, this provision re-
viving the three-martini power lunch
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would have cost taxpayers $4 billion
over the next 10 years. The list goes on
and on, | say to the Senator from Utah.

Now, the specific language says in
the appropriations bill:

Special interests unlimited campaign con-
tributions were a key ingredient in the pork
stew that is choking the American people.

They were a key ingredient in all of
these that | described. Perhaps they
were not in the case of the Senator
from Utah. Perhaps the Senator from
Utah just decided to violate the rules
of the Senate, and he is free to do that,
although | will do everything in my
power to see that this $1.9 billion is re-
strained.

Now, | finally want to mention an in-
cident. | was in the Republican caucus
when a certain Senator stood up and
said it was OK for you not to vote
against the tobacco bill because the to-
bacco companies will run ads in our
favor.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arizona has not named
the Senators who were allegedly re-
sponsible for inserting all of the provi-
sions that he listed in various and as-
sorted bills, which he suggests were in-
serted as a result of soft money con-
tributions to political parties.

So the question remains: Who were
the Senators?

There was, however, at the end of his
remarks, a not-so-veiled reference to
this Senator, to which | would like to
respond. Senator McCAIN suggested, |
assume, as | heard him correctly a few
moments ago, that as a result of the
tobacco debate last year—and | might
mention to my colleagues | have 45,000
tobacco growers; before the Clinton ad-
ministration, | had 60,000 tobacco grow-
ers, and they are falling daily. These
are the hard-working farmers engaged
in producing a legal crop that rep-
resentatives of Kentucky, regardless of
party, seek to defend.

In any event, Senator MCcCAIN
brought up the way the tobacco debate
ended last year, and there were allega-
tions in the paper that this Senator,
the Senator from Kentucky, had said
to everyone: Don’t worry about defeat-
ing the tobacco bill, the tobacco com-
panies will be out there doing issue
ads.

As a result of that assertion, there
was a complaint filed against me, and |
want to refer to a letter from the Jus-
tice Department of January 29, 1999, to
Chairman ORRIN HATCH:

I am writing in further response to your
letter of September 8, 1998, regarding the
complaint filed with the Federal Election
Commission by the National Center For To-
bacco-Free Kids. Consistent with the Depart-
ment’s longstanding practice, we deferred
any inquiry until issues arising under the
Federal election laws have been reviewed by
the FEC. We did, however, agree to review
the portions of that complaint related to 18
U.S.C. 201 [which is a criminal statute].
After careful examination, the criminal divi-
sion has concluded that there is insufficient
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evidence to warrant a criminal investiga-
tion.

So the suggestion that the Senator
from Arizona was making was that I,
representing 45,000 tobacco growers,
was somehow trying to defeat a to-
bacco bill because of some alleged as-
sistance by the tobacco industry to po-
litical parties. | might say to the Sen-
ator from Arizona, | am deeply of-
fended by that. | don’t know who are
the most important and largest num-
ber of constituents in Arizona that he
works for, but I try to help the 45,000
tobacco growers in my State. | try to
defeat tobacco bills when they come
before the body, as did Wendell Ford of
the Democratic Party when he was
here all those years. | don’t need any
contribution from anybody to myself,
to the National Republican Senatorial
Committee, any of our parties, or any-
body, to stand up and defend the 45,000
tobacco growers from my State.

So | repeat to the Senator from Ari-
zona, the question before us is not
reading a list of what he considers to
be inappropriate projects. That is not
the issue. The issue is, where is the
corruption? You cannot have corrup-
tion unless somebody is corrupt. There
is not corruption without somebody
being corrupt. You can’t say the gang
is corrupt and none of the gangsters
are. If the Senator from Arizona be-
lieves there is corruption, he has an ob-
ligation, under the Senate rules and
the Federal bribery statute, to name
the people. Who is being corrupt? Who
are the people putting all of these
items in these bills? What was their
impetus for doing it? Who made the
contribution, as the Senator from Utah
said, and to whom? Where is the cor-
ruption?

Mr. McCAIN. Does the Senator yield
the floor?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | have
responded. It is time to move on. If the
Senator from Kentucky has an amend-
ment concerning this issue, | will be
glad to address it. | have responded,
and | will continue to respond. I am
trying to change a system that cor-
rupts all of us. | believe there is ample
evidence, as | have cited, of this sys-
tem’s pernicious effect, in my view,
and in the view of most objective ob-
servers. | am not going to let this de-
bate, in the few days we have, get
bogged down on this issue. It is time
we move on with the amending process.
I have responded. | have said to the
Senator from Utah and the Senator
from Kentucky that | am fighting a
system here. | will continue to fight
that system, with its pernicious effects
on the American people.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair observes that the priority of rec-
ognition is determined, first, by Sen-
ator LoTT, the majority leader; second,
the distinguished Democratic leader;
third, by the manager of the bill; and
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also the designee of the minority lead-
er; or by service on the committee of
jurisdiction in order of seniority.

In that regard, | recognize the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, we are not bogged
down; we are just getting started. We
just took the bill up a few moments
ago. At the heart of this whole de-
bate—elevated now to a Presidential
campaign—are allegations of corrup-
tion.

All I am asking is a very simple ques-
tion: Where is the corruption? The Sen-
ator from Utah is trying to get an an-
swer to his question, and 1 haven’t
heard it yet. | know the State of Wash-
ington is also listed on the web site. |
wonder if the Senator from Washington
would also like to take the floor. | ask
my colleague from Washington if he
has also noted the web site that we
were discussing earlier, in which a cou-
ple of projects from Washington are re-
ferred to.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
may | make an inquiry?

Mr. McCONNELL. | believe | have
the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | have a question;
that is all it is.

I ask my colleague from Kentucky,
for those of us who want to debate this
larger question, how long will you con-
tinue with this attack of Senator
McCAIN on the floor? How much longer
is that going to happen?

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from Minnesota for
his question.

I now turn to the Senator from Wash-
ington and ask him if he noted on the
web site the suggestion about $1.3 mil-
lion for the World Trade Organization’s
ministerial meeting in Seattle, WA,
the Senator’s State, and an exemption
for the Crown Jewel mine in Wash-
ington State to deposit mining waste
on additional land adjacent to the
mine. Listed on the web site of Senator
McCAIN are examples of ‘“‘pork barrel
spending is a direct result of unlimited
contributions from special interests.”

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from Ken-
tucky is correct. There are quotations
from Senator McCAIN’s web site. There
are two that | thought particularly bi-
zarre coming from one of my closest
friends in the Senate.

The first of those two is—

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
the Chair, who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | wonder how a Sen-
ator can ask another Senator to yield
the floor.

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Mr. President, as |
understand it, seniority is a factor in
the floor recognition. If 1 yield the
floor, the Senator from Washington
would be the senior Senator on the
floor to be recognized first.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | don’t believe one
Senator can ever yield the floor to an-
other Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator yields the floor, it is the judg-
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ment of the Chair to recognize which-
ever Senator would rise to his feet and
be recognized.

Mr. McCONNELL. 1
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe the Sen-
ator from Washington would surely——

Mr. GORTON. | ask the Senator from
Kentucky to yield for a question.

Mr. MCCONNELL. | yield to the Sen-
ator from Washington for a question.

Mr. GORTON. In the web site to
which the Senator from Kentucky has
referred, there is the statement by the
primary sponsor of this bill that “pork
barrel spending is a direct result of un-
limited contributions from special in-
terests.”’

The first example in the—

Mr. McCAIN. The Senator is incor-
rect. Will the Senator yield? The Sen-
ator is incorrect. He is incorrect in his
statement. The statement says ‘“‘a key
ingredient”’—the ‘‘key ingredient.” It
doesn’t say that it is the cause of it. So
I hope the Senator will at least quote
my web site accurately.

Mr. GORTON. | am reading from
what | believe is the web site. | think
one sentence in the paragraph that
doesn’t have—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. The Senator from
Kentucky has the floor, and the Sen-
ator is posing a question to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. GORTON. | pose a question to
the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. | yielded to the
Senator from Washington for a ques-
tion. Is that permissible?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GORTON. To the best of my
knowledge, | say to the Senator from
Kentucky, | am reading from a web site
of the Senator from Arizona, which in-
cludes the sentence that says, and |
quote, ‘‘Pork barrel spending is a di-
rect result of unlimited contributions
from special interests.”’

In this particular list, entitled “The
List Goes On and On,” the very first
example is a $1.3 million earmark for
the World Trade Organization ministe-
rial meeting to be held in Seattle, WA.

Just what pork barrel spending is and
just how that spending is a result of
unlimited contributions from special
interests is a matter that the Senator
from Washington fails totally and com-
pletely to understand.

| say to the Senator from Kentucky
that the appropriation was the result
of a request made by the U.S. Trade
Representative in what | believe is a
Democratic administration to the two
Senators from Washington for assist-
ance in financing a governmental oper-
ation—a U.S. governmental oper-
ation—the U.S. Trade Representative’s
participation in that World Trade Or-
ganization meeting to be held in Se-
attle.

I ask the Senator from Kentucky,
since the Senator from Arizona has re-
fused to answer these questions of him,

believe 1 have
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or similar questions from the Senator
from Utah, how in the world can an ap-
propriation to a unit of the U.S. Gov-
ernment to conduct trade negotiations
be either pork barrel spending or the
result of unlimited contributions from
special interests? Can the Senator from
Kentucky enlighten me on an answer
to that question?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Washington that | am mystified. |
do not recall a situation where you
have corporate contributions to the
government that might then—it is a
mysterious thing to think that kind of
a proposal could be a result of soft
money. It is important to remember
that candidates for office can’t receive
soft money anyway. The contribution
is to a party, and parties don’t vote. |
am astonished by the allegation. I am
not sure | can answer the question be-
cause it is a mystery.

Mr. GORTON. A second question:
There is a second accusation on an-
other portion of the web site: The part
that “This ‘Pork Delight’ took the
form of the 1999 emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill. Special in-
terest unlimited campaign contribu-
tions were a key ingredient in the pork
stew that is choking the American peo-
ple.”

One of those is, ““An exemption for
the Crown Jewel mine in Washington
State to deposit mining waste on addi-
tional land surrounding the mine, even
though other mines were denied simi-
lar permission.”

First, | ask the Senator from Ken-
tucky, | don’t see any appropriations
or any use of the taxpayers’ money in
that connection. | have checked with
the mining company in question that
tells me they have never made a soft
money contribution to any party or
any group whatsoever.

I have letters from the county com-
missioners of the county in question
praising this action—in fact, from a
labor union that is usually not a sup-
porter of the Senator from Washington
on the same account—because this is
one of the most poverty-stricken coun-
ties in the State of Washington, the
Federal Government having closed al-
most all the timber harvests on public
lands, other organizations having
bought up other timberlands to prevent
their harvest, and the administration
being in the process of cutting off irri-
gation water to farmers. After 7 years
of study and $80 million in complying
with every single environmental law in
the State of Washington, or for that
matter the Federal Government, this
company was denied its permit after a
100-year policy by a single bureaucrat.

| ask the Senator from Kentucky, in
the absence of an answer from the Sen-
ator from Arizona, isn’t this what we
are supposed to do, represent our con-
stituents? What soft money contribu-
tion could possibly have influenced
this? One may certainly disagree with
the policy.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Washington that it is inconceiv-
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able to me how a soft money contribu-
tion to a political party would have
anything to do with a project for a
Senator’s home State. | am mystified
by the connection. It is astonishing.

We have here rampant charges of cor-
ruption and yet no names are named,
no transactions are named. You know
it is not unusual for the newspapers
looking to sell copies or talking heads
looking for air time to point to an
alignment of interests among member
parties, issue groups, and contributors
and speculators maybe even going so
far as to infer that official actions were
taken in exchange for campaign sup-
port.

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. MCCONNELL. | yield for another
question.

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from Ari-
zona said he wants to get back to the
issues involved. 1 assume the Senator
from Kentucky would agree with me
that reasonable Members can differ on
questions of high public policy, on the
way in which we finance political cam-
paigns, on how the Constitution of the
United States with its unequivocal de-
mand that Congress shall pass no law
respecting the freedom of speech
should be interpreted; that all of these
are appropriate matters for debate, but
that they are far better debated upon
the merits, and, in general, accusations
of a corrupt system, and rather specific
examples pointed at individual Mem-
bers without the slightest degree of
proof, without evidence at all that they
were related in any respect whatsoever
to this matter—that these are separate
questions but they are related ques-
tions when the proposition——

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
call for regular order.

Mr. GORTON. Should result from—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor and
has yielded for a question.

Mr. GORTON. These unproven allega-
tions.

Does the Senator from Kentucky
agree that these are separate but high-
ly related and relevant questions?

Mr. MCCONNELL. | agree completely
with the Senator from Washington.
What we have here suggests that there
can be corruption but no one is cor-
rupt.

How can there be corruption unless
someone is engaging in corrupt activ-
ity? |1 say to my friend from Wash-
ington, as | said earlier in this debate,
that is similar to saying the gang is
corrupt but none of the gangsters is.

It is shocking to have these allega-
tions when there are no specifics.

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. In response to my
comment, the Senator from Arizona
said | was violating the rules of the
Senate in terms of what | was doing.
He said he had not accused me of cor-
ruption. The Senator from Kentucky
has been in the Senate longer than |
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and been on the Appropriations Com-
mittee longer than I. | ask, have my

actions been violative of the rules of
the Senate?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Utah, no rule of which I am
aware.

What we really are talking about in
this particular debate on this par-
ticular amendment, which 1 will de-
scribe in a moment and have not de-
scribed yet, is the whole notion that
there is corruption. Yet no one is
named. Somebody is alluded to, as the
Senator from Utah and the Senator
from Washington were, yet there is no
proof.

Mr. BENNETT. If | could ask an addi-
tional question, is the appropriations
process, as it has been followed in this
Congress and previous Congresses
under Republican leadership and demo-
cratic leadership, in and of itself, de-
monstrative of corruption if there is an
appropriations action that is not au-
thorized?

The Senator is the chairman of the
Ethics Committee, and | see the other
member of the Ethics Committee lead-
ership on the floor in the form of Sen-
ator REID. | ask, is this process, as it is
being practiced and handled, virtually
on a routine basis, violative of the
rules of the Senate?

Mr. MCCONNELL. If to appropriate
an unauthorized sum of funds were a
violation of Senate rules, there would
be a lot of Senators in trouble around
here. We try to do it through the au-
thorization and then appropriations
process, but to suggest that it is some-
how unsavory or inappropriate behav-
ior for there to be an appropriation
without an authorization | think Iis
stretching the matter quite a distance.
There is certainly nothing improper
about it.

We can have a policy argument about
whether every single item ought to be
authorized—and most of them are—but
it certainly would not be appropriate
to cast aspersions on the integrity of a
Member of the Senate for trying to de-
liver something for his or her home
State that might have at some point
not been authorized by an authorizing
committee.

What is new is Senators who serve
here, walking these Halls every day,
who meet with their fellow Senators
every day, who watch their fellow
Members take official actions every
day, go before the American people and
declare openly and with great convic-
tion that votes are being bought in the
Halls of the U.S. Capitol. When Sen-
ators make those kinds of allegations
about their colleagues, | think we are
suggesting they ought to back it up.
They ought to back it up.

There are specific rules in the Senate
that prevent taking an official action
in order to reward somebody for a con-
tribution. In addition to that, we have
bribery statutes involving public offi-
cials:

Any public official who ‘“‘directly or indi-
rectly,” corruptly, demands, seeks, receives,
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accepts, or agrees to receive or accept any-
thing of value personally or for any other
person or entity, in return for . . . being in-
fluenced in the performance of any official
act . . . shall be fined under this title . . . or
imprisoned for not more than 15 years, or
both, and may be disqualified from holding
any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

We have suggestions of violations not
only of Senate rules but of Federal
bribery statutes, without specifics.
That is unfair to the Members of this
body who are doing their very best to
represent their constituents who are
honest, hard-working, and good citi-
zens. It is unfair to the Members of the
Senate to have these aspersions cast on
their honor and the honor of this insti-
tution.

There is an amendment at the desk
which is the subject of this debate. Let
me describe what it would do. It is an
amendment that would amend the Sen-
ate Code of Conduct to create an af-
firmative duty for all Senators who re-
port any credible information of cor-
ruption directly to the Ethics Com-
mittee. As a former chairman of the
Ethics Committee, | am familiar with
Ethics Committee rule 3 that requires
every member of the Ethics Committee
to report credible information of cor-
ruption to the committee.

The charges of corruption that are
being made in this body require Mem-
bers to extend the Ethics Committee
rule to the full Senate. In the past,
there has been an affirmative duty on
the part of members of the Ethics Com-
mittee to report information about
corruption directly to the committee. |
think that now should be extended to
the whole Senate because we have a
number—at least two Members of the
Senate—who have been alleging cor-
ruption. They have an affirmative
duty, if this amendment passes, to re-
port that corruption to the Ethics
Committee so we can all get to the bot-
tom of it because these allegations de-
mean the entire Senate.

The message of this amendment is
simple. If any Member of this body
knows of corruption, he or she must
formally report it to the Ethics Com-
mittee. In addition, the amendment
also amends the Federal Criminal Code
to establish mandatory minimum pen-
alties for public officials who engage in
corruption.

Our criminal law is full of mandatory
minimum penalties already. We have
imposed them for a variety of different
offenses over the years. For example,
arson on Federal property requires a
mandatory minimum penalty of 5 years
in prison; special immigration attor-
neys disclosing classified information
requires a mandatory minimum pen-
alty of 10 years imprisonment; bribery
involving meat inspectors requires a
minimum of 3 years imprisonment;
bribery involving harbor employees re-
quires a minimum of 6 months impris-
onment.

We have mandatory minimum pen-
alties for bribery involving harbor em-
ployees and meat inspectors. Surely it
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is not too much to ask we establish
mandatory minimum penalties for
bribery involving public officials.

My amendment establishes that a
conviction involving bribery of public
officials as set forth in 18 USC 201 trig-
gers a mandatory minimum penalty of
$100,000, 1 year imprisonment, and dis-
qualification from holding any office of
honor, trust, or profit under the United
States.

As Henry Clay once stated, ‘“‘Govern-
ment is a trust and the officers of the
government are trustees.” | believe
that principle to be true. These amend-
ments firmly establish the principle in
our Senate Code of Conduct in our
criminal law.

Before we pass laws that restrict the
free speech rights of every American
citizen, we should restrict ourselves.
Let’s regulate the 100 men and women
who cast votes in this great body be-
fore we regulate the speech of more
than 250 million Americans.

| suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for one question?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Yes.

Mr. McCAIN. | know the Senator is
aware, but for clarification, on my web
site | state the general proposition
that soft money creates pork barrel
spending. | then identify a recent ap-
propriations bill as an example of how
big the problem of pork barrel spending
is. Nowhere should it be interpreted
that every single one of those pork bar-
rel projects are as a result of soft
money. But they are a result of a viola-
tion of criteria that | have held for 10
years, which the Senator from Utah
seems to think is OK, which bypasses
the authorizing process. | am sure the
Senator from Wisconsin appreciates it.

Who is corrupted by this system? All
of us are corrupted by it because
money buys access and access is influ-
ence. The object is not to get into a

Is there

Is there
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vendetta about who is corrupted and
who is not because the system is what
needs to be fixed. We would never fix
the system if I got into a business of
finger pointing, name calling. For 10
years | have identified pork barrel
spending which violates a process and
criteria set up, not by me, but by the
Citizens Against Government Waste,
Citizens For a Sound Economy, Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, and other ob-
jective and respected watchdog organi-
zations.

Finally, I would say | hope the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin will ask the Sen-
ator—I am ready to accept his amend-
ment by voice vote. | hope the Senator
from Kentucky appreciates the fact
that we entered into this agreement
and did not hold up the Senate so we
could have an amending process going
back and forth on both sides of this
issue. | hope that is what will be ad-
hered to.

| also would say it is customary in
this body to recognize one Member on
this side of the aisle and another Mem-
ber on the other side of the aisle, with
the exception of the distinguished ma-
jority leader and Democrat leader. So |
hope we could get some comity in this
process, as we had intended to do at
the beginning as part of the agreement.

| ask my friend from Wisconsin if he
agrees with that?

Mr. FEINGOLD. | thank the Senator
from Arizona for his question. | cer-
tainly do agree with it. | appreciate the
way he said it.

I think we all agreed early on we
would easily accept an amendment
such as this. | want to make a couple
of comments before we go forward with
it.

I think a serious omission has been
made in this conversation about what
the standard is with regard to corrup-
tion. The Supreme Court in Buckley v.
Valeo did not just speak of corruption,
which is the standard the Senator from
Kentucky insists on. It also clearly re-
fers to the appearance of corruption.
So any suggestion that we have to
demonstrate in this case or that case
that there is actual corruption flies di-
rectly in the face of what the law of
the land is under Buckley v. Valeo. So
there is not a problem with the amend-
ment itself. | question how much it has
to do with the debate before us. | think
it is irrelevant unless the Senator from
Kentucky believes we do not have brib-
ery laws, but | don’t see any problem
with it.

Mr. BENNETT. Will
yield for a question?

Mr. FEINGOLD. I will in a moment.
I want to make a few comments be-
cause it was very difficult to get the
floor, given the method of recognition
used this morning.

But the irony of this amendment,
even though it certainly is acceptable,
is that the corruption that is so evi-
dent is evident as a moral matter; it is
a matter of governance. It is not recog-
nized by the current law—except per-
haps in cases | don’t know about—as

the Senator
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actual legal violation or a crime. The
corruption our bill seeks to ban now is
perfectly legal. That is the point. It is

perfectly legal and it would not be
reached as a legal matter by this
amendment. This amendment would

not reach the kind of soft money con-
tribution we are talking about.

The Senator from Kentucky knows
this very well and almost revels in the
loophole that would swallow the law. It
is very important to recognize because
I hope someday this gets before the
U.S. Supreme Court.

The Senator from New York said:
Well, we already have a record of at
least the appearance of corruption as
provided by the Senator from Utah.

Remember, our bill doesn’t just af-
fect congressional soft money; it also
affects money used in Presidential
elections, and thanks to the Senator
from Utah, we now have on the record
for the Justices to examine, his conclu-
sion—which | believe is a fair state-
ment—that you at least believe there
was an appearance of corruption with
regard to the Mr. Tamraz situation and
the Indian tribe situation.

I have to tell you, when | saw the TV
show about the contributions with re-
gard to the Indian tribe, it was one of
the saddest things | have ever seen.
Just as a citizen of this country, not as
a Senator, if that didn’t have the ap-
pearance of corruption, | don’t know
what would.

To suggest there is a connection be-
tween soft money and an appearance of
corruption is very legitimate, and |
thank the Senator from Utah for put-
ting on the record three examples of
what | think easily qualify as appear-
ances of corruption. Certainly, the
American people regard it as the ap-
pearance of corruption. That is the
standard. The standard is not what the
Senator from Kentucky is trying to
make the standard, that we have to
walk in here with documented corrup-
tion that is tantamount to bribery.
There are laws on the books for that.
The whole point is these practices are
perfectly legal and nobody should be in
trouble under the law for doing some-
thing that is perfectly legal.

Let me read from Buckley v. Valeo
because this is the central confusion on
this whole debate this morning, that
somehow the standard is that Senator
MCcCAIN or | or somebody else has to
walk in here with evidence of corrup-
tion. In fact, it would probably be a
violation of rule XIX of the Senate if
we did. But that is not even our point.
It doesn’t have to do with individual
Members of the Senate; certainly not
anything | have tried to do. Let me
read from what the Court said. The
Court specifically pointed out that you
don’t have to prove bribery in order to
have a justification for some kind of
limits on campaign contributions. The
Court said:

Laws making criminal the giving and tak-
ing of bribes deal with only the most blatant
and specific attempts of those with money to
influence governmental action. And while
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disclosure requirements serve the many salu-
tary purposes discussed elsewhere in this
opinion, Congress was surely entitled to con-
clude that disclosure was only a partial
measure and that contribution ceilings were
a necessary legislative concomitant to deal
with the reality or the appearance of corrup-
tion inherent in a system permitting unlim-
ited financial contributions, even when the
identities of the contributors and the
amounts of their contributions are fully dis-
closed.

This is where the Senator from Ken-
tucky is not properly stating what the
Court asked for. The Court does not
say it must be only the reality of cor-
ruption. The Court says it may be the
appearance of corruption, and that is
often going to be in the eyes of the be-
holder. And Senators can disagree
about what is the appearance of cor-
ruption and can amass evidence for the
record of what may be the appearance
of corruption, and that is what | have
done by my calling of the bankroll and
nobody objected for 14 times when |
pointed out what appears to be a cor-
rupting influence of multihundred-
thousand-dollar contributions. It is not
only the appearance of corruption, but
that this is inherent, according to the
Supreme Court, it is of the nature of
large contributions. So this bar that
the opponents of reform raise for us,
that somehow we have to come in here
with a pile of evidence of what every-
body knows is true; that is, that soft
money has a very inappropriate influ-
ence on our legislative process—I reit-
erate, not an illegal influence. That is
why we need a law. That is why we are
here. We need to make these Kkinds of
unlimited contributions clearly illegal
once again.

Mr. President, | certainly have no
problem with accepting the amend-
ment, having had the opportunity to
express my view that this debate, thus
far, was not directly related to the
issue of soft money. But | will be happy
to yield for a question from the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | ap-
preciate the comments made by my
friend, and | ask him if, in his opinion,
the appropriation of funds that are not
authorized is an automatic appearance
of corruption.

Mr. FEINGOLD. What is it again? |
did not hear the question.

Mr. BENNETT. The question is,
When the Appropriations Committee
appropriates money that has not been
previously authorized, is that prima
facie an appearance of corruption?

Mr. FEINGOLD. | do not think it is
possible for anyone to determine for
everyone else what an appearance of
corruption is. It is our responsibility as
a legislative body to look at the total
record of what is going on in our cam-
paign finance system and to determine
whether the American people believe
the various things we do have an ap-
pearance of corruption and whether
there is a remedy for it.

I do not think it has anything to do
with any particular part of the process.
| think any part of the process can be
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perfectly clean at any point, but if
there is an abuse at some point, a very
large contribution at the wrong time,
it is not about whether technically it is
legal. It is about whether a large body
of the American people would con-
sider—for example, a $200,000 contribu-
tion given 2 days after the House
marked up a bankruptcy bill by MBNA.
OK, it is not illegal. Conceded. Maybe
it is not even corrupt, but it certainly
has an appearance of corruption to me
and | think to many people. That
would be a concrete example of where
the appearance of corruption may
occur.

Mr. BENNETT. | thank the Senator
for that example because he named a
name, the source, and he named an
amount, the $200,000. He did not name
the recipient. Was it to the Republican
National Committee?

Mr. FEINGOLD. | believe it was the
Republican Senate campaign
committee—

Mr. BENNETT. National Republican
Senatorial Committee?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Yes. On the 16 occa-
sions | came to the floor and read out
these contributions, | was careful to
identify both sides. In my opening
statement, | identified not only groups
that would be more likely to support
Republicans but Democrats, and in
every instance | am referring to an ap-
pearance of corruption that the Amer-
ican people may see in looking at this.
I am not making any allegation of ille-
gality. But the issue here is the appear-
ance of corruption under Buckley v.
Valeo.

Mr. BENNETT. | thank the Senator
for that because, as | say, he has re-
sponded with things | have requested
with respect to the allegations that |
was under the appearance of corruption
which | have not yet received.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator has the
floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Let me ask, in re-
sponse, when you became aware of the
allegation against yourself?

Mr. BENNETT. It was several days
ago when my attention was called to it
on the web site. | wrote to the Senator
from Arizona and told him | was going
to raise this on the floor because | did
not want him to be blindsided by it. |
wanted to be as courteous as possible.
But in my letter to the Senator from
Arizona, | told him | was disturbed, in-
deed offended, by this and intended to
raise it. Therefore, | have kept my
word to the Senator from Arizona.

My question still goes to the re-
sponse that | have had which is that
the appearance of corruption comes
from appropriations that are unauthor-
ized. 1 want my friend to address this
directly because he has been the out-
spoken advocate of this appearance of
corruption question.

Mr. FEINGOLD. As | said earlier, it
is perfectly possible on an occasion
that the kind of procedure the Senator
has talked about could give rise to an
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appearance of corruption. It is not
something one can sort of determine by
a series of court rulings. The question
is, Do we as legislators find that our
constituents see that sort of thing as
appearing corrupt and, therefore, do we
legislate a response to it? That is the
standard for legislatures, not the
standard for the court which is trying
to convict someone of a crime.

Mr. BENNETT. But the standard |
am trying to understand that has been
raised in this debate today is that any
time a Senator achieves an appropria-
tions—as | say, | plead guilty. I make
no attempt to hide this. | plead guilty
as having been the Senator who ap-
proached the Appropriations Com-
mittee in request of this particular
item.

It has been raised here that by virtue
of the fact that | did that on an item
for which there was not a previous ap-
propriation, that in and of itself is an
appearance of corruption, and | am
asking the Senator if he agrees with
that characterization.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | simply cannot say
for the general public on that par-
ticular example how they would react.
That is not my role. My job as a rep-
resentative is to react to what people
respond to when you point out various
things that have been done. | do not
know what the response would be to
the particular incident.

Some people might, obviously, as you
say, think you were successful in doing
something for your constituents. |
know from my own experience as a
Senator that you have to be very care-
ful about the appearance as you move
forward with something, not for pur-
poses of our debate but for purposes of
how it might look to your constitu-
ents. So you look to your constituents
and you look to your sense of what
people are feeling about the system for
an answer to your question.

In answer to your question, there is
no automatic connection between
every time a Senator does something
for an interest and corruption—of
course not—or the appearance of cor-
ruption. But the question is, How do
the American people feel about the
process?

What | am saying is, what this de-
bate is about, because we got into the
issue of soft money, is whether there is
a level of contribution, whether the
dollars get so high that the Supreme
Court’s language of it being inherently
appearing corrupt comes into play. |
suggest when you get into high num-
bers of contributions, you cannot avoid
the appearance of corruption. You may
avoid actual corruption, but you can-
not avoid the appearance of corruption
when we increasingly have the reality
of people giving $500,000 apiece.

Mr. BENNETT. If | can ask the Sen-
ator an additional question—and | ap-
preciate his comments; | think we are
getting somewhere—will the Senator
agree that the appearance of corrup-
tion would be much lower if there were
no contribution identified at all, which
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is the case in the circumstance that |
have raised? There has been no con-
tribution identified from anyone con-
nected with this in any form. Does the
Senator not agree, therefore, that the
appearance of corruption here would be
pretty low?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Again, | do not know
the specifics of the case the Senator is
discussing. Obviously, given the issue
we are raising about soft money, the
strongest case is made if you dem-
onstrate large soft money contribu-
tions. That is most likely to lead to an
appearance of corruption.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for another question?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Yes.

Mr. McCAIN. Is the Senator aware
this is a straw man because what |
said, and | repeat for about the tenth
time:

Special interests and unlimited contribu-
tions were a key ingredient—

And then 1| listed a whole bunch. 1
have listed for 10 years on my web site
unauthorized appropriations to which |
have taken great offense. | have argued
that they are wrong. | will continue to
argue they are wrong, and if the Sen-
ator from Utah wants to somehow in-
terpret the fact that soft money is a
key element or is not a key element in
his particular appropriation, that is
fine. 1 am telling the Senator from
Utah that | listed a lot of projects.
Some fall into the category of unau-
thorized appropriations.

I have said it now about five times,
and 1 hope we can move forward. We
only have 5 days of debate. | hope we
can move forward with various amend-
ments and allow other Members to
make statements; otherwise, we rap-
idly approach the appearance of a fili-
buster which was not the agreement
that Senator FEINGOLD and | entered
into with the majority leader when we
began. There are Senators who have
been waiting to give statements. There
are Senators who have been waiting to
give speeches. And we have massaged
this issue rather significantly.

Again, | ask the Senator from Wis-
consin if he agrees with me, the way we
usually function in the consideration
of legislation is proponents of the leg-
islation have an amendment and then
opponents have an opportunity to pro-
pose an amendment. We had under-
stood that would be the way we would
proceed.

Is that the perception of the Senator
from Wisconsin of this agreement,
which was really a gentleman’s agree-
ment?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | cer-
tainly agree with the Senator’s sugges-
tion of how we are going to proceed.
And to reiterate, when | started on the
floor on May 20, 1999 and talked about
various changes in the mining law that
were prevented under the emergency
supplemental appropriations con-
ference report, as the Senate sug-
gested, | was not talking about a par-
ticular contribution to any particular
Member. It was a process with many
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factors. One of the factors was the $10.6
million the mining interests gave over
a 6-year period. To me, that is of such
a high level that it raises an appear-
ance of corruption.

| think that is exactly what the Sen-
ator from Arizona is getting at, and ex-
actly what he was trying to do in the
case before us.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. McCONNELL. | believe we are
ready to vote.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if | could
ask my friend from Kentucky a ques-
tion as to how we are going to proceed.
I think the discussion has been impor-
tant, but it has taken several hours. |
do not know when we started on this,
but I think it was at 10:30 or a quarter
of 11. It is now 1:30. | have a list of nine
Senators on the Democratic side who
wish to give statements on the general
bill.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Nevada, | wanted to start last
night and no one wanted to stay past
7:30. Many of us believe this is a very
important amendment. We have spent
a couple of hours on it. But it is impor-
tant. We are now ready to vote.

| agree with the suggestions that
have been made that we go back and
forth. As you know, this is not a
straight party-line issue. So | think
back and forth means people who are
generally in sympathy with this legis-
lation offer an amendment; people who
are not do not offer an amendment.
The people who are not just offered
one, which we are about to approve on
a voice vote. My view is, you are next.

Mr. REID. | say to my friend from
Kentucky, we will be happy to give
every consideration to alternating
amendments. That seems to be a
thoughtful suggestion. However, prior
to our offering any amendments, we
want to be able to speak on the under-
lying bill. That is the normal proce-
dure.

Mr. MCCONNELL. That is fine.

Mr. REID. We have people who have
requested time from 5 minutes to 30
minutes, reasonable requests for time.

Mr. M